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Can A Jew HOLD the office of Lord Chancellor ? 
The question may possibly some day become a practi- 
cal one, and it is therefore worth answering. Accord- 
ing to the Home Secretary “there is no law” which 
prevents a Jew from attaining that dignity. We 
cannot concur with Mr. Bruce’s proposition, although 
we may perhaps assume, without impertinence, that it 

>was suggested by a law officer of the Crown. It appears 
clear to us that until an enabling statute is passed a 
. Jew is as much disqualified from being Lord Chan- 
.cellor as a woman is from voting at a Parliamentary 
election. Having regard to the melancholy history of 
the Jews in England, as well as in every other 
European State, the presumption is that they can hold 
no office except one which has been opened to them by 
express legislation. It may be true that no law exists 
on the statute-book disqualifying them in terms. But 
the same may be saidabout the nght of female suffrage. 
Jews are in fact disqualified by the common law. We 


may remind our readers that in the reign of 
Edward the First they were expelled en masse from 
England. With the indomitable energy for which the 
raceisremarkable, they soonreturned, and were suffered 
to remain. But they had no right or title to any office 
of state, however humble. So late as 1754 a bill, passed 
the previous year, naturalising those who had resided 


in England for three years, was repealed in a storm of 
public indignation, although the Jews were by its 
terms carofully excluded from holding any civil office. 
And it was not until the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 52, that they 
avere admitted to corporations; nor, as most of ou 
readers will remember, until the 21 & 22 Vict. c. 49, 
that they established a right to sitin Parliament. The 
last-mentioned Actcontains a saving clause which shows 
at all events what the opinion of the Legislature then 
was upon the subject. By section 3 it is enacted that 
‘nothing herein-contained shall extend or be con- 
strued to extend to enable any person aac the 
Jewish religion to hold the office (inter alia) of Lord 
High Chancellor.” 

It may possibly be suggested that the real reason of 
exclusion 1s the nature of the Chancellor’s oath. But 
as that is not taken on the true faith of a ‘‘ Christian ” 
it would not of itself prevent a Jew from holding the 
Great Seal. Nor is the circumstance that the Chan- 
cellor is, by prescription, Speaker or prolocutor of the 
House of Lords a sufficient reason, at all events, at 
the present day, for the Lords can at any time, by reso- 
lution, admit Jews to their House. The true ground of 
the incapacity of a Jew to hold the office is that with re- 
ference to the Hebrew race, the law is to a certain ex- 
tent inverted. Primd favie he can hold no office of 
public dignity at all. It is only by express enactment 
that he can acquire his title. Wo have little doubt 
that if a Jew ever presented himself with commanding 
claims to the Chancellorship, Parliament would legis- 
ate in his favour, but without actual legislation we 





have no hesitation in saying that no Jew can take his 
place on the woolsack and ‘‘ keep the conscience” of 
the Queen. 





Tae Court or QuEEN’s Bencu have decided to ad- 
mit the Tichborne claimant to bail, as they could not 
fail to do upon hearing from the Attorney-General the 
course proposed to be taken as regards the conduct of 
the prosecution. If the whole case is really to be gone 
into, and the trial postponed until the Crown is prepar- 
ed with evidence from Chili and Australia, bail is a 
matter of course. The judges, out of deference, wepre- 
sume, to the Attorney-General, gravely quoted cases in 
which the principles acted upon by the Court in grant- 
ing bail were laid down, but there was absolutely no 
question of law involved. The only matter which 
requires notice on our part as a legal topic is the 
suggestion that the Attorney-General might claim a 
trial at bar. The power of the Attorney-General over 
the conduct of criminal prosecutions is very large. 
He has aright on behalf of the Crown to have granted 
to him, as of course, applications which, when made by 
private persons, are only granted upon the Court being 
satisfied that the particular case is a proper one in whic 
tomake an order. Thus in this case the Attoruey- 
General exercised his right to have the indictments 
found at the Old Bailey removed into the Queen's 
Bench by certiorari. It is perfectly clear that amougst 
his other privileges, he has a right to have a trial at 
bar if he pleases, although if an application for sach 
a trial were made by any one else, not only would the 
Court form its own judgment as to whether the case 
was of such a character as to render such a trial desir- 
able, but we may say further that it is difficult, if not 
impossible, to conceive any case in which they would at 
the present day grant the application. We are sur- 
_ to see that the Attorney-General did not abso- 
utely disclaim any intention of exercising this right. 
He is reported to have said that “‘ he did not desire to 
have it understood that he might not make such an ap- 
plication.” By this circumlocution he probably oniy 
meant to say that he did not wish to commit himsclfto 
anything which might be considered an abandonment 
of his right, but he might at least have added that he 
had no present intention of exercising it. We cannot 
conceive that the Attorney-General can really con- 
template doing what we cannot help thinking would 


| be a great abuse of his privilege, and also most inju- 


dicicus as a matter of strategy. If no jury were re- 
quired in a trial at bar, but the four judges whose 
presence would be required were to be the judges of 
the fact, we can well understand that the trial would 
be more expeditiously and conveniently conducted. 
The prosecuting counsel would probably be contens 
in that case with proving some one or two of the 
assignments of perjury without going into the whole 
case, while with a jury he might fear to do so, lest 
they should think it unfair to shirk the main issue. A 
trial at bar does not, however, dispense with a jury. 
Four judges sit together, and if they differ in opinion 
on matters of law, they are entitled all to direct the 
jury, who of course are entitled to follow which direc 

tion most accords with their own views. The whole pro- 
ceeding is most cumbrous and inconvenient. If it were 
adopted in the present case it would interfere in the most 
serious manner possible with the whole judicial business 
of the country, and the single advantage tobe gained 
so far as we can see would be that questions arising 
during the trial as to the admissibility of evidence 
would be decided upon somewhat greater authority. 
As the judge trying the cause can always consult as 
many of his brethren as he pleases, this advantage is 
really very slight. We have expressed an opinion 
that in the present case an application for a 
trial at bar would be injudicious as a matter 
of strategy. The Attorney-General ought of course to 
know his own case, and how to conduct it better than 
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any one else. At the same time, we cannot help sus- 
pecting that his judgment in the matter is not quite 
so eer as it would be if he had not been so long oc- 
pied with the case. Surely the true policy of the pro- 
secution should be to treat the prisoner as much like 
an ordinary accused person as possible, and avoid 
making a martyr of him. If he were to attempt to 
escape, there need be no real fear of not finding him 
and bringing him back, while the attempt would 
robably be looked upon by most jurymen as 
maging evidence against him. Probably, however, 
the imant, whoever he may be, and whether the 
real Sir Roger or not, is far too clever a man to take 
such a false step. People are still found without 
“ plenty brains,” but with “‘plenty money” enough 
to be able to afford to air their opinions about the At- 
torney-General and Chief Justice Bovyill in the sub- 
scription list of the Tichborne Defence Fund. 





THE SUBJECT OF EXTRADITION TREATIES was mooted 
incidentally in the proceedings beforethe Court of Queen’s 
Bench on Tuesday last, with reference to the bail of the 
Tichborne claimant. The Attorney-General stated in 
the course of those proceedings that there are four 
European countries with which we have no such treaties 
—Norway, Sweden, Spain, and Switzerland. The 
natural inference from this statement is that we have 
an extradition treaty with every other European coun- 
try, but this is not so. Lord Enfield stated in the 
House of Commons on the same day that we have no 
extradition treaty with Belgium. In fact, the matter 
stands thus—in August, 1870, we had but three opera- 
tive extradition treaties—with the United States, France, 
and Denmark. At that date was passed the ‘‘ Extradi- 
tion Act, 1870,” which provides that when an arrange- 
ment has been made with any foreign State, with respect 
to the surrender of fugitive criminals, her Majesty may 
by order in council direct the Act to apply. But the 
order must be gazetted and laid before both Houses of 
Parliament. We are not aware of any such order hav- 
ing been laid before Parliament, and therefore we be- 
lieve that no fresh extradition treaties have been entered 
into since the passing of the Act. The Lord Chief 
Justice in the course of the proceedings in question ex- 
pressed a hope that there would soon be no country 
with which we had not an extradition treaty. We 
echo his Lordship’s hope, but at the present rate of pro- 
gress, look forward to there being a long time Saleen 
that hope is fulfilled. 





Iy ENGLAND it is not etiquette for barristers or 
solicitors to advertise themselves as tradesmen do, and 
we hope it never may be; in America, where the legal 
profession is ‘‘ amalgamated,” advertisement is a con- 
stant practice, and legal and other journals are full of 
the “cards” of lawyers who take that means of 
putting themselves before the public. Mrs. Bradwell, 
a judge’s wife, edits an American law newspaper pub- 
lished at Chicago, and having a relation of the same 
name (or perhaps it is the judge himself, now out of 
office) practising in Chicago, prints a weekly list of 
Chicago practitioners, in which the kinsman’s name is 
naively blazoned forth by being distinguished in capital 
letters. 

A Chicago lawyer’s advertisement in a recent num- 
ber ended thus :-—‘‘ Special attention given to Probate 
Matters. Wills drawn and construed. Estates 
settled. ‘Set thine house in order: for thou shalt die, 
and not live’—2 Kings xx. 1.” 

The Canada Law Journal suggests one or two other 
Scriptural mottoes, as open to legal advertisers de- 
sirous of giving the lie to current slanders about law 
and religion being divorced. As for instance: “ Counsel 


hungering for clients could extol their own perfections | 


by the citation, ‘ Who is he that will plead with me ” 
for now, if I hold my tongue, I shall give up the 
ghost.’—Job xiii. 19. And the Indiana lawyer 








could herald the salient features of his practice by a 
pardonable adaptation of Jerem. iii. 8, ‘ Put her away, 
and give her a bill of divorcement.’” 





IT 1s STATED that the Lord Chancellor does not in- 
tend to fill up the County Court Judgeship of West 
Somersetshire (Circuit No. 56), vacant by the death of 
Mr. Charles Saunders, and has written to the judges 
of the five circuits contiguous to the vacant one, re- 


’ gretting that he is obliged to ask them to undertake 


additional duties, and to expand their districts by ab- 
sorbing some of the places comprised in the vacant 
circuit, Thus, on and after the 20th May next, 
Holsworthy, Camelford, and Liskeard, are to be de 

tached from Circuit No. 58, and added to Mr. Bevan’s 
circuit (No. 59); Crewkerne, in Somersetshire, has 
been added to Mr. Lefroy’s district (No. 55) ; and Mr. 
Fortescue (Circuit No. 58) has had added to his work 
sittings at Newton Abbot, Torquay, Crediton, and 
Exeter, detached from Mr. Serjeant Petersdorff’s Cir- 
cuit (No. 57); and the latter gentleman, thus relieved, 
will have charge of most of the other places comprised in 
the late Mr. Saunders’ circuit. These arrangements, it 
is said, are not satisfactory to the western county 
court judges, some of whom have held their posts for 
twenty years, and were additionally weighted three 
years ago by having the bankruptcy and admiralty 
jurisdiction added to their other duties. 





LAST WEEK an application was made to Vice- 
Chancellor Malins to stay all the proceedings in the 
winding-up of the European Assurance Society pending 
the application to Parliament for an Act to settle the 
affairs of this company and the companies amalgamated 
therewith by arbitration. The application was made 
on behalf of | the liquidators of one of the amalgamated 
companies, the ground alleged being the saving of un- 
necessary expense. The Vice-Chancellor refused the 
application, and it was on Friday renewed before the 
Lords Justices, whodismissed the appeal, characterising 
the application as a vexatious waste of time and money. 
They pointed out that there were many proceedings in 
the winding-up, such as the getting in of assets, and 
receiving proposals for compromises, which must prove 
necessary whether the Arbitration Bill was passed 
or not, and that the Vice-Chancellor would of course 
in his judicial discretion not allow any unnecessary 
proceedings to be taken. In any case, they would not 
interfere with an exercise of the Vice-Chancellor’s 
discretion unless it was most clearly shown that he 
was wrong. 


THE TEETOTAL INTEREST may perhaps be interested 
in hearing of a remarkable Liquor Act recently passed 
by the Legislature of Illinois (U.S.), which makes 
both the sellers of intoxicating drinks and their land- 
lords liable for the support of persons who become 
drunk on their aN and also for any injury done 
by them to husbands, wives, children, parents, 
guardians or employes. 





THE SUPREME COURT OF APPEAL BILL, 
No, II, 

The Lord Chancellor’s Bill for establishing a Su 
preme Court of Appeal is now before us, and it does 
not require any very searching examination of its de- 
tails to convince us that the plan proposed is radically 
defective in most, if not all, the respects mentioned by 
us last week. It is, indeed, conceivable that out of the 
proposal a satisfactory Court of Appeal might be made 
to grow, but it could only be by a core of alteration 
which would leave unaffected but little of the bill be- 
yond the title and preamble. 

The 1st and 2nd clauses are merely formal, and when 
we come to the 3rd clause we meet at once with the 
provision for abolishing the Court of Appeal in Vhan- 
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cory, Which we have already explained to be, in our 
opinion, very objectionable. It appears to us of the 
highest importance that there should be an easy, cheap 
and rapid method provided forreviewing every decision, 
interlocutory or otherwise, pronounced by any single 
judge, and we think that the abolition of the Court 
of Appeal in Chancery (unless something of the nature 
of a Court of Vice-Uhancellors sitting in Banco were 
substituted therefor) would in any case be a serious 
evil, and that, if coupled with the 8th clause of the 
bill in question, which proposes to abolish appeals 
from interlocutory orders until after final decree, it 
would amount to a substantial denial of justice. 
The Court of Admiralty—and so far as we know, no 
other Court in the kingdom—is at present in the con- 
dition to which this enactment would reduce the Court 
of Chancery; and those who know anything of the 
proceedings in that court know how oppressively 
the restriction sometimes acts, and if that be so in a 
court where interlocutory orders for the most part 
refer only to the progress of the cause, and such-like 
matters, how much more so would it be in the Court of 
Chancery, where the order made on a motion for in- 
junction frequently disposes of the whole cause. We 
ave known more than one case in which the mere 
delay of a few weeks, caused by the intervention of a 
vacation, had the effect of practically (except as to 
costs) depriving an ultimately successful appellant of 
the whole fruits of his appeal. The Courts of Common 
Law are not in the same position, because the Court 
in Banco (which every term sits to hear motions which 
are in effect appealsfromrulings of judges at Nisi Prius) 
and not the Court of Exchequer Chamber, is that 
which really corresponds to the Court of Appeal in 
Chancery; and this it is not proposed to interfere 
with. We think, therefore, that the 3rd and 4th sub- 
sections of the 3rd clause ought to be omitted alto- 
gether. 

The fourth and following clauses (which deal with 
‘the personnel of the proposed new Court) will, in our 
opinion, require to be rewritten altogether. The pro- 
posed court ought not to consist of two separate divi- 
-sions with divided jurisdiction and distinct members, 
though a provision similar to that contained in the 
Judicial Committeee Bill of last year, enabling the 
Court to sit in divisions for the despatch of business 
provided more than one quorum could be made at the 
same time, would be not only permissible, but very 
beneficial. The case would then be very analogous to 
the present practice in Chancery, wherethe Lord Chan- 
cellor and Lords Justices (who form but one Court of 
Appeal) sit separately, when convenient, for the de- 
spatch of business. By this means unity in the Court 
and consistency of decision would be preserved, where- 
as the proposed Court would. be really as much two as 
are the existing Courts (which already consist to a con- 
siderable extent of the same members). 

Coming next to the qualification of members 
fo the Court, it is ‘clear that it must be presided 
over by the Lord Chancellor; but why, since it 
is to be a Court of Justice, and not a semi- 
political committee, it should be burdened with 
the presence of the Lord President of the Council, the 
Colonial Secretary, or the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
none of whom need have, and few of whom ever in fact 
have, any legal knowledge or judicial experience what- 
ever, passes our comprehension. lor a similar reason 
we think that all ex-judges in receipt of pensions (80 as 
to exclude persons removed or deprived for a 
should be members of the Court, without any regari 
to the question whethor they are or not peers or privy 
councillors, a restriction which can only be intended 
as a part of the endeavour to preserve some sort of con- 
tinuity between the old and the new Courts which is so 
obvious, and, as we think, so objectionable a foature of 
this bill. The provision attaching the Master of the 
Jommon Law chiefs ex efiecie to the 


Rolls and the 








Court, seems to have been inserted in deference to 
the suggestion of Lord Chief Justice Cockburn, and is 
not, we think, objectionable, though it must be obvious 
that if those judges are still to continue to perform their 
present functions, their attendance in the Court of 
Appeal must ex necessitate rei, be but occasional and 
perfunctory. We think also that it is not enough to 
make certain Irish, Scotch, and colonial judges quali- 
fied to be members of the Court, but that express pro- 
vision should be made for securing the selection of a 
competent part of the salaried members from judgesso 
qualified. 

We would therefore propose to omit altogether the 
4th and 5th clauses, and to substitute for them the 
following provisions, or others to a similar effect :— 

4. The members of the Supreme Court shall be divided 
into two classes, hereinafter referred to as “ Extraordi- 
nary Members” and “Ordinary Members” respectively ; 
and it shall be the duty of every ordinary member of the 
Court to attend every sitting thereof, unless expressly 
excused therefrom by the Lord Chancellor, or prevented 
by reasonable cause. 

5. The extraordinary members of the Supreme Court 
shall be at liberty, but not required, whether summoned 
thereto or not, to attend any sitting of the Supreme Court, 
or of any division thereof, provided nevertheless that it 
shall be the duty of any extraordinary member who shall 
have attended at the opening of any appeal, to attend all 
the subsequent sittings of the Court at which such appeal 
is in the paper for further hearing, unless prevented by 
reasonable cause. 

6. The following persons shall be extraordinary members 
of the Supreme Court :— 

(1). Every person in receipt of any pension for having 
held the office of Lord Chancellor of Great Britain, and 
who is not an ordinary member of the Court under the pro- 
visions hereinafter contained. 

(2). Every person in receipt of any pension for having 
held any of the judicial offices following, viz. :— 

(a). Judge of one of her Majesty’s superior courts in 
England. 

(5). Judge of one of her Majesty’s superior courts in 
Ireland. 

(c). Lord of the Court of Session in Scotland. 

(¢). Chief Justice of the High Court of Judicature at 
Fort William in Bengal, or at Madras or Bombay, or of 
the late Supreme Court of Jndicature at Fort William in 
Bengal. 

(e). Chief Justice of any colonial court in her Majesty’s 
dominions. 

(3). All Peers who have been in actual practice as 
barristers in England or Ireland, or as advocates in Scot- 
land, for not less than fifteen* years 

(4). All Privy Councillors who would, if they were 
Peers, be qualified under the the last preceding sub- 
section hereof, who may be appointed by sign-mauual of 
Her Majesty to be members of the Supreme Coart. 

(5). The Lord Chief Justice of England, the Master of 
the Rolls, the Chief Justice of Common Pleas, and the 
Chief Baron of Exchequer, for the time being. 

Provided that no person (other than the four judges last 
aforesaid) shall be required or entitled to act as an extra- 
ordinary member of the said Court unless he has agreed so 
to act by some writing under his hand addressed to the 
Lord Chancellor for the time being. 

7. The following persons shall be ordinary members of 
the Supreme Court : ‘ 

(1) The Lord Chancellor of Great Britain for the time 
being. 

(2) Every person for the time being in receipt of a pen- 
sion for having held the office of Lord Chancellor of Great 
Britain who shall have been appointed to such office after 
the passing of this Act, and shall be for the time being 
under seventy years of age. 

(3) The “salaried members’ 
pointed as hereinafter provided, 








’ of the Court to be ap- 


* This number is substituted for ten, which is the number 
in the bill, because it is the existing qualitication, as to stand- 
ing, for judges of Superior Courts, and there seems mo reason 
why this qualification should be reduced. 
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8. Her Majesty may, by letters patent, appoint as 


salaried members of the Supreme Court, any number of 


persons, not less than seven nor more than ten, qualified as 
hereinafter mentioned ; and any person so appointed shall 
be paid a salary of £6,000 a-year, but shall, if the holder 
of any judicial office, vacate such office, and, if in receipt 
of any pension, his pension sha}l be suspended during such 
time as he holds the office of salaried member of the 
Supreme Court, but shall (unless he becomes entitled to 
and obtains a larger pension under this Act as such sala- 
vied member) revive on his ceasing to hold such office. 
No person shall be qualified to be a salaried member of the 


Supreme Court unless he has been an extraordinary ! 


member thereof for a period of not less than twelve months, 
or has held for a period of not less than two years one or 
more of the judicial offices mentioned in the 6th clause of 
this Act. 

9. The said salaried members shall be further qualified 
as follows :— 

(a) Not less than two nor more than four of them shall 
have held the office of judge of some one of the Superior 
Courts in England or have been in actual practice at the bar 
in England for not less than fifteen* years. 

(>) Not less than one nor more than two of them shall 
have held the office of judge of some one of the Superior 
Courts in Ireland, or have been in actual practice at the 
bar in Ireland for not less than fifteen* years. 

(c) Not less than one nor more than two of them shall 
have held the office of Lord of the Court of Session in Scot- 
land or have been in actual practice as an advocate in 
Scotland for not less than fifteen* years. 

(7) Not less than one nor more than two of them shall 
have held the office of Chief Justice in some one of the 
courts in India hereinbefore mentioned. 

Provided that in making appointments under sub-section 
(a) of this section a preference to the extent of two mem- 
bers shall be given to peers who have held the office of 
Lord Chancellor of Great Britain, if any such peers shall be 
willing to accept the same. Provided also, that in every 
appointment of a salaried member of the court a prefer- 
ence shall be given to any duly qualified extraordinary 
member of the court—less than seventy years of age— 
who shall have attended as such extraordinary member 
such proportion of the sittings as may for the time being be 
prescribed for that purpose by rules of court, and shall be 
willing to accept such appointment. 

The 7th clause should stop at the words “ for the 
time being,” the rest of the clause dealing only with 
the distribution ot the business of the Court between the 
two proposed divisions. 

The Sth clause is not objectionable if the Court of 
Appeal in Chancery—which should also be constituted 
the ordinary court of appeal from the Stannaries Court 
—is preserved, but if that court be abolished, then the 
present power of appeal from interlocutory orders ought 
to be preserved and transferred to the new court. 

The 9th clause should:be reduced to its first sentence, 
except that we would substitute the word “ ordinary ” 
for “salaried” in that sentence, so as to include the 
Lord Chancellor and ex-chancellors in those members 
the — of thrée of whom is to be requisite. 

The 10th and 11th clauses should be wholly omitted ; 
they deal only with the proposed divisions of the court. 

In the 12th clause the words “‘the second division 
of” should be omitted wherever they occur. The 13th 
clause should be omitted. The words “both divisions 
of” at the commencement of the 16th clause should be 
omitted, and the whole of that clause after the word 
vacations (which has been virtually included in our 
suggested 4th clause) should be left out in this place. 

or. the sarae reasons the 2nd and 4th sub-sections 
of the 1#th clause, and the words referring to divisions 
of the court in the 6th and 8th sub-sections of that 
clause, should be left out as unnecessary. 

It would of course be necessary to omit all reference 
to the Letds Justices in the 19th clause, to make some 





* This number is enbstituted for ten, which is the number 
in the bill, because it is the existing qualification, as to stand- 
ing, for judges of Superior Courts, and there seems no reason 
why this qualification should be redaced, 


| other purely verbal alterations in that clause, to omit 
the reference to the Court of Appeal in Chancery, the 
i Court of i in County of Lancaster, and the Court 

of the Lo arden of the Stannaries, in the 20th clause, 
and to omit the 22nd clause altogether: these changes 
are merely consequential on those already pointed out. 
In the last clause we are at a loss to conceive why the 
list of superior courts should be different as to England 
and as to Ireland, and we think that the Courts of Pro- 
bate, Matrimonial Causes, and Admiralty, in Ireland 
(or, at any rate, the two former), ought to be added to 
the definition contained in that clause. 

We think that a court constituted as we have sug- 
gested would, or with proper rules of court might be 
made to, satisfy all the conditions pointed out in our 
former article on this subject, and we think it probable 
that by some such process as we have attempted to 
sketch, this bill might be so manipulated as to produce 
a satisfactory court; and although it would, perhaps, be 
better that this should be effected by an entirely new 
bill, framed more directly for that purpose, we would 
rather accept such an altered measure as suggested than 
see needed reform in this respect much longer de- 
layed. 





DIFFERENCE OF CONSTRUCTION IN DEEDS 
AND WILLS. 

The distinction is well established in our law between 
the interpretation which, in favour of the presumed 
intention, is given to devises in wills, when the testator 
is supposed to be inovs consilii, and that which is 
accorded to deeds, which are considered to be the deli- 
berate and formal expression of the will of the authors 
of the instruments, embodied in an act on which the 
mind and intention of the parties have been directed 
with circumspection and caution. Hence inter alia the 
difference between the modes by which an estate in fee 
might have been raised in a devise, according to the 
supposed intent of the devisor, as, ¢.g., by imposing on 
the devisee the payment of a sum in gross, though not 
tc the value of the land, or by devise to a man “ for 
ever,” “in fee simple,” “to a man and his blood,” &c., 
while, in all feoffments and grants, the addition of the 
word “heirs ” was, and still is, necessary to create an 
estate of inheritance (Co. Litt. 9 a. b.; 2 Jarm. Wills, 
253-4). This doctrine of the common law, referrable to 
the indulgence accorded to the imperfect expression of 
intention on the part of the unlearned laity, propter 
imperitiam laicorwm, has been expanded by the Legisla- 
ture, which has adopted the conclusion that according 
to the common sense of mankind, the intention to make 
a testamentary gift of any subject-matter implies the 
passing to the donee all the interest which the donor is 
able to bestow, and a gift by will of any real property 
will now pass to the devisee all the estate or interest in 
such real property which the testator has power to 
transmit, unless a contrary intent appear on the will 
(1 Vict. c. 26, s. 28). 

A subject of great importance and frequent discussion 
is the question as to when the estate of trustees under 
deeds and wills is executed in them by the Statute of 
Uses or otherwise, so as to vest in them the legal estate, 
or whether they are mere perc ie for the passing 
of the legal seisin to the persons beneficially entitled. 
With regard to deeds, the general rule certainly is, that 
if there be a conveyance to the use of trustees and their 
heirs, the legal estate is thereby vested in them in fee 
simple, and the beneficiaries take only trust estates. 
Some few exceptions to this rule as hereafter noticed 
have been admitted. With regard to wills, whether the 
Statute of Uses apply to devises or not, it is certain that 
either by force of the statute, or in deference to the 
intention presumable from the terms employed, a devise 
to a trustee and his heirs to the use of or in trust for C. 
and his heirs, or to — C. and his heirs to take the 
profits, would vest the legal estate in fee in C., while, as 
to those cases in which the terms of the devise import a 
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more active interference on the part of the trustee, the 
question of whether he, or the parties beneficially 
entitled, take the legal estate, and for how long, is one 
which has been influenced, in its determination judi- 
cially, by arguments of intention and convenience, and, 
as a consequence, there has been considerable difficulty 
in finding a uniform and satisfactory rule for its deter- 
mination. 

Considering the importance that all legal rules, what- 
ever their policy or historical foundation, should be 
certain, it may be regretted that the strict rule estab- 
lished as to the effect of the employment or otherwise 
of the technical terms appropriated to the raising of an 
estate in fee simple, should ever have been trenched 
upon by the introduction of the varying element of 
intention as an ingredient for the consideration of the 
judicature. The law, as stated by Mr. Butler in his 
note to Co. Litt. 290 b., with reference to the estate to 
trustees to preserve contingent remainders, which may 
aptly illustrate the general doctrine, is to this effect : 

“‘Tf there were a limitation to one for life, with re- 
mainder to trustees and their heirs, for preserving contin- 
gent remainders (the estate of the trustees not being re- 
strained to the life of the tenant for life), in a deed the 
trustees would certainly be considered as taking the whole 
fee ; but in a will, as the nature of the trust requires that 
they should take the legal estate only during the life of the 
tenant for life, and the subsequent devise is generally intro- 
duced by the words, ‘and after the death of the tenant for 
life,’ there seems reason to eontend that they should be con- 
sidered as taking the legal estate for the period of his life 
only, that being evidently the testator’s intention which, in 
wills, has so powerful an operation in controlling the legal 
operation of words.” 

The most important departure from the rule thus 
indicated occurred in a case before Sir W. Grant, 
M.R. (Curtis v. Price, 12 Ves. 89), where, in a 
deed of marriage settlement, after legal life estates 
to the husband and wife, the property was con- 
veyed to the trustees and their heirs generally, and the 
estate of the trustees was nevertheless, in his honour’s 
opinion, restrained to the life of the surviving tenant 
for life; the ps ag object of the trust then termi- 
nating, and (which seems the main ratio decidendi) 
there being an obvious incongruity in a term being, as 
it was, limited te the same trustees, to commence from 
the death of such tenant for life. It is supposed that 
this determination was upheld by the opinion of Lord 
Kenyon, as shown by the reasons he gave in Doe v. 
Hicks (7 T. R. 437), a case on a will, for the distinction 
between that and the case of Venables v. Morris (7 T. R. 
342), a case on a deed, and where the difference in re- 
sult seems to be rested by his lordship, not on the dif- 
ference of the instruments, but in the nature of the 
limitations, and the intention to be thence inferred. The 
same incongruity, in regard to an estate for years, being 
limited by a deed to trustees to support contingent re- 
mainders, in whom the absolute fee simple was vested, 
was also a ground for a decision by the present Master 
of the Rolls, on the authority of Curtis v. Price (ubi 
sup.), to the same effect, viz., by restraining the abso- 
lute fee in the trustees to an estate pur autre vie ( Beau- 
mont Vv. Salisbury, 19 Beay. 198). 

On the other hand, Lord Eldon intimated consider- 
able doubts, in a case before him, whether the legal 
effect of the terms used in a deed could be controlled 
by reference to the presumed purpose ; and it is, at 
least, very uncertain if the reasoning of Sir W. Grant, 
in Curtis v. Price, would have been adopted by his 
Lordship to its legitimate conclusions ( Wykham v. Wyk- 
ham, 18 Ves, 416, 420), In a subsequent case Lord 
Chief Baron Alexander, in an able judgment, though 
he did not directly impugn the authority of Curtis v. 
Price, which he considered to be a case of special cir- 
cumstances, refused in the case before him, which arose 
on adeed, to restrict a general limitation to a trustee 
and his heirs, to preserve contingent remainders to an 
estate pur autre vie, though the limitation was preceded 
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by limitations to the same trustee in correct technical 
form, and followed again by a limitation to the same 
trustee for an unlimited estate in fee. (Colmore v. 
Tyndall, 2 Young & J. 605). 

The present Lord Chancellor, when V.C., fully re- 
cognised the distinction between deeds and wills on the 
point under discussion, and he clearly held that it was 
not sufficient, in a deed, for him to restrict a general 
limitation to trustees and their heirs to preserve con- 
tingent remainders, that the fee was a larger estate than 
was required for the purposes of the trust, and the 
limitation was repeated in a subsequent part of the 
deed, and although the estate in question was followed 
by a term of years in a third party, and by a power for 
the tenants for life to grant leases. The fact of the 
term being to a third person, and not to the same 
trustees, being considered a satisfactory distinction be- 
tween this case and Curtis v. Price (ubisup.), and the 
power to grant leases, even if did not, as the Vice- 
Chancellor thought it would, on the authority of Zsher- 
wood v. Oldknow (3 M. & S. 382), override all other 
limitations, still the estates created under it would, like 
the term in the trustee, be capable of taking effect as 
equitable terms (Lemis v. Rees, 5 W. R. 96, 3 Kay & J. 
132). 

In a recent case there were limitations in a marriage 
settlement, in the events which happened, to the use of 
B. S., his heirs and assigns, upon trust to take the 
rents, &c., and pay the same when received into the 
proper hands of M. S. for her life, for her separate use, 
and after the determination of that estate to stand seised 
of the hereditaments to such uses and upon such trusts 
as M. S., notwithstanding coverture, should by will 
appoint, and in default of such appointment, to the use 
of the heirs and assigns of the said M.S. for ever. M.S. 
being a widow contracted to sell the property, but Lord 
Romilly, M. R., held that the estate of the trustees did 
not extend beyond the life of M.S., so that her equit- 
able estate for life would not unite under the rule in 
Shelley's case, with the legal estate which upon that con- 
struction was limited to her heirs and assigns, who 
would take a contingent remainder by purchase; con- 
sequently, she was unable to make a title to the inherit- 
ance (Cooper v. Kynoch, 20 W.R. 286). On appeal, 
however, before the Lords Justices (20 W. R. 503) this 
decision was reversed, and it was held that the vendor 
could make a good title tothe fee. The miscarriage in 
the court below was attributed to the neglect of the 
broad distinction between the cases of deeds and wills, 
the Lord Justice James observing that the Master of the 
Rolls appeared not to have adverted to a long train of 
decisions in which the Court had refused to apply the 
principles acted upon in the construction of wills to the 
construction of deeds. ‘‘The fact that the Statute of 
Uses applied to deeds and not to wills was one reason 
for these decisions.” 

The conclusion of the Court of Appeal seems to be 
fully justified by the weight of authority, and, unless 
the province of the judicature be confounded with that 
of the Legislature, we do not see how any other decision 
could have been arrived at. 

In this case, too, the doctrine established by Beivley 
v. Carter (17 W. R.300, 4 L. R. 230) in accordance with 
the view of Lord St. Leonards in Sheppard v. Deolan 3 
D. & W. p. 8) that a title, though impugned by the ad- 
verse decision of a judge, may, nevertheless, if on an 
appeal the opinion of such judge be overruled, be forced 
on a purchaser in a suit for specitic performance was 
acknowledged and acted upon. 





——--— | 





The Rev, Henry Ware, M.A., has been elected to the 
chaplaincy of Lincoln’s-inn, which had become vacant by 
the resignation of the Rev. C, J. D’Oyly. 

Mr. Samuel Greetham, late magistrates’ clerk at Ports- 
mouth, took his seat as a magistrate on the Portsmouth 
bench on the 15th of April, when he received the congratu- 
lations of his professional brethren, 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 


LANDS REQUIRED FOR PURPOSES OF UNDERTAKING— 
ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATE. 
Kemp v. South Eastern Railway Company, ..C., 
20 W. R. 306. 

The rather stringent provisions of the Legislature 
against railway companies becoming land companies 
have on the whole been successful. With respect to the 
important question, as the Lord Chancellor called it in 
the above case, how far the engineer's certificate is con- 
clusive on the question what lands are necessary for the 
purposes of the undertaking, it will be found that in 
Stockton and Darlingt:n Railway Company v. Brown (8 
W. R. 708, 9 H. L. Cas, 246), the House of Lords decided 
that the engineer’s certificate is conclusive ; provided 
that, as Vice-Chancellor Kindersley said in Flower v. 
London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway Company 
(13 W. R. 518, 2 Dr. & Sm. 330), the purposes for which 
such lands are required be specified in such certificate, so 
that the Court may judge if the lands are bond fide re- 
quired. A full statement by the engineer with the above 
object will enable the Court to dispense with the “ flood 
of affidavits” with which it would be deluged, if the 
engineer's certificate were not regarded as conclusive. It 
is obvious that the mere ipse dizit of the engineer ought 
not to be conclusive on such a question as that in Kemp 
v. Svuth Eastern Railway Company (sup.)—nameiy, 
whether the lands were required for the prospective 
wants of the company, respecting which much difference 
of opinion might exist. The other points in the case 
were very special, and do not seem worth noticing here. 





COMMON LAW. 
BANKER AND CUSTOMER—-MONEY HAD AND RECEIVED. 
British and American Telegraph Cimpany y. Albion 


Bank, Ex. 20 W. R. 413. 


The Court did not affect to conceal that their deci- 
son in this case was barely reconcileable with Gray v. 
Lewis, 17 W. RB. 431, L. RB. 8 Eq. 526. The directors of 
plaintiffs’ company had made an arrangement with a man 
named Stafford to procure a sufficient number of share 
allotments to qualify them for a place on the Stock Ex- 
change. To enable him to do this they opened an account 
with the bank, and directed the bank to honour Stafford’s 
cheques. Stafford drew on the bank, and with the sums 
thus realised paid on behalf of those allottees whom he had 
procured, and from whom he took transfers in blank, the 
sums dae on allotment ; these sumshe paid into the bank 
to the account of the company upon deposit receipts ; the 
whole of the money drawn out thus simply making a 
journey from the bank, through the agent of the com- 
pany, into the bank again. The amounts on both sides 
of the account thus reached over £22,000, the whole of 
this, except £1500 with which the account had been 
opened, being moneys supplied by the bank and received 
by them again as above described. The plaintiffs now 
claimed against the bank the whole of the amount entered 
to their credit, at the same time repudiating Stafford’s 
Grafts, This was an extreme contention, but technically 
it wae difficult to meet. If the money paid in was money 
of the plaintiffs, how could the defendants refuse to pay 
it them? Ifthe cheques drawn were drawn without 
authority, how could the honouring of them amount to 
payment? On the other hand, Stafford either was or was 
not the plaintiffs’ agent in this transaction. If he was 
their agent todraw cheques, then the cheques were duly 
paid and chargeable to plaintiffs’ account, If he was 
not their agent, then the money which he received from 
the bank was not their money ; and, the allotments being 
entirely share allotments, the money paid in upon them, 
and which waa in fact the money he had got from the bank, 
was not their money. If the allotment of shares had been 





adopted as real, the case would have been different ; -but 
then the plaintiffs must have recognised the payment by . 
the allottees, and the allottees must also have recognised 
the payments as made on their bebalf by Stafford out of 
the company’s funds, which would have involved the re- 
cognition by the company of that payment out of their 
funds. Inthe result the Court gave judgment for the 
plaintiffs for the sum of £1,500 only, the amount of their 
money which had actually come into the defendants’ 
bands. They distinguished the case of Gray v. Lewis 
principally on two grounds, first, that the advances made 
by the National Bark there were made by discounting 
the acceptances of the go-between, and secondly, that a 
settling-day had been granted on the Stock Exchange. 
There was, therefore, in the bills a semblance of worth, 
and an ultimate liability on the acceptor as a considera- 
tion for the advances, which made it difficult to treat the 
transaction as whclly fictitious; and further, asettling- 
day having been granted, it was surmised that the state 
of accounts as appearing had been acted on by the Stock 
Exchange, and so might have affected the position of third 
persons, that is, new shareholders. The latter reason 
seems rather strained, and to go somewhat beyond the 
rule as to proxima causa : the former appears to indicate 
a distinction which may be compared to the difference 
between looking at an object through a pane of glass, and 
looking at the same object with the naked eye. 


SHIPOWNER’s Duty As TO Goops DAMAGED. 
Notara vy. Henderson, Ex. Ch, 20 W. R. 443. 


This case may be properly taken to decide, that a ship- 
owner whose cargo is damaged in the course of the voy- 
age, is both bound and entitled to uso reasonable means 
for the restoration of the cargo, and to charge it against 
the owner as particular average. The defendants, ship- 
owners, carried for the plaintiff a cargo of beans, which 
became damaged by sea-water, owing to acollision. At 
the intermediate port into which the master was com- 
pelled, owing to the collision, to put, the plaintiff being 
on the spot, and finding the beans deteriorating, required 
the master to deliver him the beans, offering a pro ratd 
freight. This the master refased, and he also refused to 
take any steps for drying the beans, but insisted on 
carrying them on as they were to the port of destination, 
where they arrived very much deteriorated from their 
continuing in that state. The plaintiff sued the defen- 
dant for negligence, and the Exchequer Chamber, affirm- 
ing the judgment of the Queen’s Bench (18 W. R. C. L. 
Dig. 93, I. R. 5 Q. B. 346), have decided that the defen- 
dants were liable. The master indeed, they held, was 
not bound to deliver the beans at the intermediate port; 
he was entitled to carry them on and earn the fall freight. 
Holding this, it was still open to them to hold that under 
the particular circumstances, the plaintiff having offered 
to take delivery, the master was bound either to deliver 
them or to take measures to prevent their further deterio- 
ration. But this would have been an unsatisfactory 
ground of decision, and could hardly have been referred to 
any principle. To decide the case for the plaintiff, they 
were, therefore, bound to disembarrass it from the acci- 
dent of the plaintiff being on the spot, and to lay down 
the duty of the master in general terms, 

In Zranson v. Dent (8 Moo. P. C. 419), a cargo of 
opium which had been wetted, but which might have 
been carried on and delivered in a deteriorated condition, 
and which the master had been advised at the inter- 
mediate port to dry, was sold by him at the intermediate 
port ; the owners were held entitled to recover against 
the shipowner in respect of this unauthorised sale, and in 
the course of their judgment the Court observed “ there 
is no authority which distinctly shows that the captain 
is bound to lay out a great deal of money in order to 
endeavour to repair the damage done to the cargo by 
drying, or in any other way.” Aftor noticing this case, 
and the absence of English authority upon the question, 
Willes, J., Inys it down as a “ maritime right’’ (though 
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not apparently resting on any decided case) that ‘ the 
master may incur expenses for the preservation of the 
cargo, and may charge such expenses against the owner 
of the cargo in the form of particular average.” If this 
conclusion is once arrived at (a conclusion which would 
be much more easy in systems of law which recognise the 
privileges of a negotiorum gestor than in our own, and 
which, in fact, adds, but very reasonably adds, under an 
implied term in the contract, to the charges which the 
owner of cargo is subjected to by the express terms of 
the bill of lading) the inference in favour of a duty in 
the master to use such means very naturally follows. 
‘‘In the result it appears to us (says the learned judge) 
that the duty of the master in this respect is not, like the 
authority to tranship, a power for the benefit of the ship- 
owner only, to secure his freight, but a duty imposed 
upon the master as representing the owner to take rea- 
sonable care of the goods entrusted to him, not only in 
doing what is necessary to preserve them on board ship 
during the ordinary incidents of the voyage, but also in 
taking reasonable means to check and arrest their loss, 
destruction, or deterioration by reason of accidents for the 
necessary.effects of which there is, by reason of the ex- 
ception in the bill of lading, no original liability.” It 
may be observed that by American law it appears that 
even transshipment is under some circumstances regarded 
a3 a duty (2 Parsons on Shipping, p. 22), 

This rule which is so highly reasonable when applied 
to distant enterprises like those of sea carriage, is also, 
though less cogently, applicable to the case of land 
carriage. And there can, we think, be no doubt that a 
carrier who became aware that serious injury was taking 
place to goods under his care, which would be aggravated 
by continuing to carry them in their existing condition, 
would be wanting in reasonable care if he continued 
to carry them in that state without taking any precau- 
tions; as, for instance, if the bung of a cask, owing to 
negligence in placing it, fell out, and the contents of the 
cask were running out, he surely would not be justified 
in presenting the empty cask to the consignee and excus- 
ing himself on the ground that the mischief was due to 
negligence in packing. But how far he would be bound 
to take “active measures” to prevent such injury it 
would be difficult to say. There seems no authority for 
saying that he would be entitled to incur expense and 
charge it to the owners; indeed, the analogy is the other 
way; and if not, there seems no reason for laying upon 
him the duty of putting himself to expense to avest the 
consequences of what was no fault of his own. 





REVIEWS, 


Transactions of the National Association for the Promotion of 


Social Science. Leeds Meeting, 1871. Edited by Epwin 
Pears, LL.B. General Secretary of the Association. 
London: Longmans, 1872. 

We have received the National Association’s annual 
volume, which contains some papers interesting to lawyers, 
e.g., on the Legal Education question ; on the Land Transfer 
and Devolution question, by Messrs. Hobhouse, Q.C., and 
Jacob Waley ; on Local Courts, by Mr, Daniel, Q.C, ; and on 
the Washington Treaty, by Professor Leone Levi. A Mr. 
Christian Mast, whoso paper is not given én exfenso, appears 
to have advocated a scheme “ for an International Peace 
Association, to be promoted by a festival of nations, after 
the model of the Olympic Games.’’ The editor seems on the 
whole to have been moro successful than heretofore in keep- 
ng out rubbish. 








Mapame Racuri.—Madame Rachel has been released from 
prison on a ticket-of-leave. 

Law or Evipence Amunpuent Bit,—Tho adjourned 
discussion on the papor, read on the 15th inst., at a meeting 
of the Law Amondment Society, by Mr. Joseph Brown, Q.C., 
“on the Bill to Amend the Law of Evidence” (Mr. 
Heron's), will bo resumed on Monday ovening next, the 
29th inst., atS o'clock. Mr. J. Pitt Taylor will preside, 





COURTS. 


THE ALBERT LIFE ASSURANCE 
ARBITRATION.* 
(Before Lord Carrns.) 
Dec. 4.—Re The Albert Life Assurance Company; The Eagle 
Insurance Company’ s case. 
Life assurance company— Reinsurance poliey—Set-off. 

Where each of two life insurance companies holds a policy 
granted by the other, and both the “lives” fall in before the 
winding-up of one of the companies, but the suins assured ave not 
payable till after the winding-up, then there is a right to set off 
the sums assured against each other. 

The Albert Life Assurance Company held a policy issued 
by the Eagle Insurance Company on the life of Henry 
Halsey for £1,600. Halsey died on the 7th July, 1869, but 
notice of his death was not given to the Eagle Company 
until 1871, and the sum assured became payable on the 11th 
April, 1871. 

The Eagle Company held several Albert policies, amongst 
others, one on the life of Sir Robert Clifton. He died on the 
30th May, 1869. The claim on this policy was admitted by 
the Albert Company on the 23rd July, 1869, ani the sum 
assured, £750, became payable on the 10th September, 
1869. 

The petition to wind-up the Albert Company was presented 
on the 11th August, 1869, and the order to wind-up was 
made on the 17th September, 1869. 

The Eagle Company now contended that they were en- 
entitled to set-off part of the sum payable on Halsey’s policy 
against the £750 due on Clifton’s policy. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Stevens, for the Eagle Insurance Com- 
er age 9 the ‘‘lives” fell in before the winding-up : 

oth the liabilities were incurred before the winding-up : 
both the sums became payable after the winding-up. Clearly 
therefore there is a right of set-off. This case differs from 
Price v. Parlby, 15 S. J. 654, and is governed by Re Agra 
§ Masterman’s Bank, Anderson's case, L. R. 3 Eq. 337, 15 
W. R, 246. 

J. N. Higgins, for the Albert Company, referred to Tiz 
Dethi Bank's case, 15 S. J. 923. 

Lord Carrns.—I think there is a right of set-off here. 
The case is not governed by Tie Dethi Bank's case. That was 
acase in whiich an agent, at the date of the winding-up, 
owed a sum of money to the company. I held that this sum 
of money was taken possession of by the Act of Purliament, 
as part of the assets of the company, and that a peremptory 
order could be made on the agent to pay it in without refer- 
ence to any claim that might afterwards arise in his favour 
against the company. Here, in the first place, a policy 
becomes due from the Albert Company to the Eazle Com- 
pany, or rather from the official liquidator, as representing 
the Albert Company to the Eagle Company, and then that 
sum of money being due to the Eagle from the official 
liquidator of the Albert, another policy becomes payable br 
the Eagle to the official liquidator. In that state of things 
there is obviously what would be a set-off, according to the 
old statute of set-off, in an action at law, and I do not think 
there is anything in the Act of 1862 which takes away that 
right of set-off. 

Southgate. —With regard to costs ? 

Lord Carrns.—You must have the costs added to your 
claim, The costs must be provided for in the usual way with 
your claim, 

Solicitors, Lewis, Munas § Longden ; 


Dec. 18.—Re The Bank of London 
Assurance Association. Murrow 


. 
lain’s case. 


Paine & Hemmons. 


» and National Pr 


A's case and Chamber. 
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Company—Amalgamation of companies— Winding 
tributory— Call—Paid-up shares—Retern of capital 

The deed of association of the B. Co 
on the dissolution of the company the assets should dei 
amongst the shareholders, aster paying all just demands on 
the company, and that notirithstanding of @ PES. 
lation for dissolution, all rights and liadilities wader the deed 
of settlement should continne wuitil the agates of Me compa 
should have been fully wound wp, 

On the amalgamation af the B. Company with the A. Oo 
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the passing 


* Reported by Richard Marrack, Esq, Barrister-at-Law 
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pany it was stipulated that one company shall take over all 
the property of the other, and shall pay back to every share- 
holder in the selling company the amount he had paid on his 
shares, ov at his option shall allot to him shares in the pur- 
chasing company in liew of his old shares. Of two share- 
holders, whose shaves were of £5 each fully paid up, one 
received the sums paid up on his shares and the other re- 
ceived shares in the purchasing company, but the names of 
both were retained on the register of the selling company. On 
the winding-up of the two companies they were placed on the 
list of contributories, and it was held that there had been a 
return of capital to them, and that they were liable to a call 
of 7s. 6d. per share equally with those shareholders on whose 
shaves of £5 each £1 only had been paid up. 

The Bank of London Assurance Association was a com- 
pany established under a deed of association, which con- 
tained among others the following provisions. 

Clause 109 provided for the dissolution of the association. 

Clause 110 That when such dissolution shall have been 
so resolved on, and subject to any special directions to be 
given in relation thereto by such general meetings, the 
directors shall with all convenient speed call in, convert 
into money, and realise as they shall think best, all the 
estate and effects of the association not consisting of money, 
and a general account and valuation of the said estate and 
effects and of the proceeds of the conversion thereof, shall 
be made and submitted toan extraordinary general meeting 
to be held for the purpose, and when approved of by such 
meeting shall be binding upon the shareholders and upon 
the settlement thereof; the surplus estate and effects (if 
any) of the association shall (after payment of all just 
demands upon the association) be divided amongst the 
shareholders in proportion to their respective shares. 
Provided always that no shareholder not putting in his 
claim to his share in such surplus within two years after 
the extraordinary general meeting held for winding-up the 
affairs of the association shall be entitled to any share or 
interest therein, but the same shall be applied and divided 
as part of the surplus capital of the association for the 
benefit of the then ascertained parties, among whom the 
rest of the capital shall be distributed. Provided always 
that notwithstanding the passing of such resolution as 
aforesaid for the dissolution of the association, these presents 
and all rights and liabilities thereunder shall, until the 
affairs of the association shall have been fully wound up and 
the assets thereof completely realised and divided as afore- 
said, continue in force and effect for the purpose last afore. 
said. 

In 1858 the Bank of London Association became amal- 
gamated with the Albert Life Assurance Company, and by 
the deed of amalgamation it was stipulated that— 

‘lause 3. All the debts, engagements, liabilities and risks 
of the association or of the present or any other trustees of 
the association, or any of them, as such trustees or trustee, 
or of the board of directors of the association, or of any 
officers thereof on behalf of the association, existing or in 
force up to or at the 6th day of September, 1858, or there- 
after arising or resulting from or out of any act or trans- 
action of the association, or of such trustees, trustee, or 
board of directors on account thereof, and all claims and 
demands against the association or the trustees thereof, or 
any of them, as such trustees or trustee, or against any 
director or proprietor of the association, in respect of any 
act, transaction, or omission of the association or of the 
board of directors thereof, whether now known or commu- 
nicated to the company or not, and whether first made 
before the said 6th day of September or not, and although 
the same may have arisen from some mistake in accuracy, 
alefalcation of agents, or other default, not being a fraud of 
the association, their directors or officers, except such debts, 
engagements, liabilities, risk, claims and demands as relate 
solely to the business of insurance against loss or damage 
by fire (for which provision is hereinafter made), shall be 
paid, performed, borne, undertaken, and met by the com- 
pany, and the company shall at all times save harmless 
and keep indemnified the association and all trustees 
thereof, and the board of directors and all other proprietors 
thereof, from and against the same, and from and against 
all actions, suits and proceedings in respect thereof, and all 
costs and charges connected therewith, but always except- 
ing frandulent default. 


Ciause 13, After the approval and confirmation of this 





agreement each proprietor of and in the association shalf 
be entitled either to be paid in money, at the times herein. 
after mentioned, the full amount, without any abatement or 
deduction, of all sums which may have been paid up or 
advanced upon the shares of which he is the proprietor 
before the said 6th day of September, 1858 (of which 
amount and the number of shares held by him the register 
of proprietors shall be evidence), or at his option, but sub- 
ject to the approbation of the company, to have allotted and 
issued to him in lieu of all or any part of such amount so 
many shares in the company of £20 each, and upon each of 
which £8 shall be credited and taken as having been paid, 
as that the amount so credited as paid thereon shall be equal 
in the aggregate to the sum in lieu of which he has accepted 
such shares. Provided that the option of taking shares 
shall not (except by consent of the board of directors of the 
company) be exercised after the 3lst day of December, 
1858. Provided also that such option shall not be exercised 
as to any fractional part of £3. 

Clause 14. The company shall and will, on the Ist day of ’ 
January, 1860, pay to each proprietor in the association or 
his representatives holding twenty shares only or a less 
number than twenty shares in the association the emount 
in cash to which he may be entitled under the preceding 
article, and shall and will pay to each proprietor in the: 
association holding more than twenty shares the amount in 
cash to which he may be in like manner entitled, by three 
equal instalments, payable respectively on the lst day of 
January, 1860, the 1st day of January, 1861, and the 1st 
day of January, 1862, and shall and will also pay to each 
proprietor or his representatives, half-yearly, on the 1st day 
of January and the Ist day of July in each year, interest at 
the rate of £5 per cent. per annum (free from income-tax), 
upon somuch of the whole amount in money to which he 
may be entitled as may for the time being be outstanding 
or unpaid, the first of such half-yearly payments being 
made on the 1st day of January, 1859, and being for half-a- 
year’s interest from the 30th day of June last, and shall 
and will make all such payments at the office of the com- 
pany in Moorgate-street, or some other place to be notified: 
through the post by the company to each proprietor seven 
days at least before any day for payment of an instalment, 
and shall and will bear all the costs and expenses of and 
attendant upon such payment and distribution of such 
principal and interest moneys respectively, and shall also 
pay all the costs of and attending the keeping up the 
requisite oftice for registering the transfer and transmission 
of shares in the association until the whole of the said 
principal moneys and interests are fully paid. Provided. 
that no further interest shall run or accrue upon any part 
of such amount after it shall have become payable to any 
proprietor or his representatives, unless the same shall 
remain unpaid by the fault of the company. 

Messrs. Murrough & Chamberlain were shareholders in the 
Bank of London, holding forty and sixty shares respectively 
of £5 each fully paid up. Most of the shareholdors held 
shares of £5 each, with £1 only paid up. On the amalga- 
mation Mr. Murrough gave up his shares, and received £5 
cash on each share, and Mr. Chamberlain received Albert 
shares in exchange for his shares. 

In 1869-70 orders were made for winding-up the Bank of 
London Association and the Albert Company, and Messrs. 
Murrough & Chamberlain, whose names were still on the 
register of the Bank of London Association, were placed on 
the list of contributories to the association. 

The question now raised was whether they ought to be 
called on to pay the call of 7s, 6d. per share, or any call, 
until the other contributories, upon whose shares £1 per 
share only had been paid, had paid calls amounting to the 
further sum of £4 per share. 

Murrough, for himself. 

Napier Higgins, for Chamberlain, referred to Re Cardiff 
Preserved Coke and Coal Company, 18 W. R. 1007, 2 N. R. 
562; and Re Mercantile Trading Association, Stringer’s cxse, 
L. R. 4 Ch. 475, 17 W. R. 694. 

[ Lord Carrns.—The Cardiff case had a remarkable feature 
of difference. There was no money paid there. There was 
a stipulation that £1,750 should be applied in payment of 
debts of the old company, but no money was given back to 
the shareholders. They had paid-up shares in the old com- 
pany, and they were given paid-up shares in the new com- 
pany. But the nominal amount of the new paid-up shares 
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no doubt, was not so great as the nominal amount of the 
old paid-up shares. The new company was supposed to be 
in better credit than the old; there was, therefore, no re- 
turn of money to the shareholders. ] 

Rodwell, for the Bank of London Association. 

Lord Carrns.—These gentlemen who have appealed to 
me now, Mr. Murrough and Mr. Chamberlain, are clearly 
shareholders in the Bank of London Company; that has 
been decided, and they are settled on the list on principles 
stated on a former occasion which I need not repeat. The 
only question is, what is the amount of contribution which 
can be taken from them ? 

Now the deed of settlement of the Bank of London Com- 
pany contemplated the termination of the company by dis- 
solution, and in such a case it contemplated the possibility 
of a return to the shareholders of some part of the assets, 
and it provided by the 110th clause that on an occasion of 
that kind the property should be realised, and that the 
account should be submitted to a general meeting. “ And 
that on the settlement thereof the surplus estate and effects 
(if any) of the association shall (after payment of all just de- 
mands upon the association) be divided amongst the share- 
holders in proportion to their respective shares.” That 
was quite a fair thing, but it was not to be done till after 
payment of all just demands on the association. And then 
there was this further proviso: ‘“ That, notwithstanding 
the passing of such resolution as aforesaid, for the dissolu- 
tion of the association, these presents and all rights and 
liabilities thereunder, shall, until the affairs of the associa- 
tion shall have been fully wound up, and the assets 
thereof completed, realised, and divided, as aforesaid, 
continue in force and effect for the purpose last aforesaid.” 
There would, therefore, be no final, complete, or binding re- 
turn of any part of the assets till all claims on and liabilities 
of the company were satisfied. Then, and then only, it 
would be fit and proper that any surplus should be divided 
among the shareholders. 

What was done was this: The Albert Company became 
the purchasers of the business, and resolutions were passed 
to give effect to the agreement for purchase in the most 
valid way which the case admitted of. And it was stipu- 
lated, in the first place, that all the property, assets, and 
accumulated funds, of the Bank of London shall go over to 
and become the property of the Albert. Then a provision 
was made which I cannot look upon as otherwise than a 
provision for the return of capital, because what was 
agreed to was this: that after the confirmation of the 
agreement by general meetings, the Albert Company should 
pay back to every shareholder eo nomine the amount that 
he had paid upon his share or shares in the company. If 
that is not a return of capital, I do not know in what way 
areturn of capital could be expressed. It is the most 
accurate expression of a stipulation for a return of his 
capital from the company, which was taking over all the 
funds of the company. It is true that that is coupled with 
an alternative that he might have, if he preferred it, so many 
shares in the Albert, treated as shares with £3 paid, as 
would be equivalent to the money he might otherwise have ; 
but every shareholder might have his money, if so disposed ; 
and, therefore, the option to take, as an alternative, Albert 
shares, appears not to differ the case from the case where 
there is a stipulation tohand back pure money; it makes 
the shareholder in the Bank of London a purchaser who 
is to return the money for so many shares in the Albert. 

That being the case, there being a stipulation for a return 
of capital to each shareholder in the Bank of London, there 
being no provision in the deed of the Bank of London that 
a shareholder is to have his capital returned and to escape 
liability for the future (it would be a strange provision, it 
appears to me), it is impossible to look on this as a case in 
which by virtue of the return of capital to the shareholder 
he is to escape further contribution. It would be contrary 
to all natural justice and good faith and good sense, if such 
a thing could be done. If the law allowed it, it would not 
be in my power to interfere with it. But the law does not 
allow it. As to these persons being members of the com- 
pany, when we come to inquire what is the amount of their 
unpaid capital, we are met with this information,—that 
whereas they had in the first instance paid up the amount 
on their shares, that money has been returned to them 
since. If so, it is now in their pockets as unpaid capital 
until all the demands and liabilities of the company are 





satisfied. I think, therefore, that these applications must 
fail, and I cannot do otherwise than refuse them with costs. 
They are applications which are against justice as well as 
applications which fail in point of law. 





COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Before Cocksury, C.J., and Buacksurn, LusH and 
Quaiy, JJ.) 
In the Matter of Castro, alias Orton, alias Tichborne. 

This was a rule nisi obtained on the part of the Claimant 
in the Tichborne case, calling upon the Attorney-General 
to show cause why the claimant should not be admitted to 
bail. The rule had been obtained on affidavits of the 
claimant and his attorney. The claimant had been com- 
mitted by Lord Chief Justice Bovill for trial on the charge 
of perjury, it being provided that he might be admitted to 
bail—himself in £5,000, and two sureties in £2,500 each, 
or four in £1,250 each. An application to bail him was 
made before Mr. Justice Willes, but was abandoned in 
consequence of that learned judge announcing that he 
should require the sureties to justify. The indictment 
preferred against the prisoner after his committal included 
charges of forgery as well as perjury, and true bills were 
found for perjury and forgery. An application was after- 
wards made at Chambers before Brett, J., with an intima- 
tion that bail to a reasonable amount could be furnished ; 
but, the case being removed into this court, Brett, J., 
declined acceding to the application. Afterwards the pre- 
sent rule nisi was obtained by Serjeant Ballantine on an 
application stating that reasonable bail could now be fur- 
nished. 

The Attorney-General and Archibald appeared for the 
Crown. 

Ballantine, Serjt., and Giffard, Q.C., for the prisoner. 

The Attorney-General said he desired to leave it entirely 
to the Court to exercise their own discretion, observing, 
at the same time, that as there was a charge of felony the 
prisoner was not entitled of right to be bailed, but that, on 
the other hand, it did not follow that he ought not to be 
bailed. The Court had a discretion in the matter. 
[BuackBurn, J.—Not a capricious discretion.| No doubt; 
a judicial discretion, of course. The true principle was 
what, under all the circumstances, would be a due security 
that the prisoner would appear to take his trial. If they 
saw that bail to a certain amount would secure his appear- 
ance, then they would allow him to be bailed, and the 
Crown had no desire to prevent it. The nature of the 
charge and the evidence to sustain it were also elements in 
the consideration of the question. There was a case in 
Lord Denman’s time in which a man at a trial confessed a 
crime, and bail was refused. It was laid down iy Black- 
stone (IV. p. 298).—‘‘ Where the imprisonment is only for 
safe custody before conviction, and not for punishment 
afterwards, in such cases bail is ousted or taken away 
whenever the offence is of a very enormous nature ; for then 
the public is entitled to demand nothing less than the 
highest security that can be given—viz., the body of the 
accused—in order to insure that justice shall be done upon 
him if guilty. Such persons, therefore, have no other 
sureties but the four walls of the prison.” 

[Cocksury, C.J., referred to the judgment of Coleridge, 
J., in the R. v. Scaife, 9 Dow]. 553, where he said,—“ I con- 
ceive the principle on which parties are committed to prison 
before trial is to insure the certainty of their appearing to 
take their trial. It seems to me that the same principle 
is to be adopted on an applicaticn for bailing a person 
committed to take his trial, and it is not a question as to 
the guilt or innocence of the prisoner. It is on that 
account alone that it becomes necessary to see whether 
the offence is serious, whether the evidence is strong, and 
whether the punishment for the offence heavy.” ] | BLAck- 
BURN, J., observed that the principles of the law upon the 
subject were very clearly and correctly laid down by Cole- 
ridge, J., in Baronnet’s case, 1 E. & B. 1, a subsequent case 
to the other, but in which the principles laid down were the 
same, thougl in one case they resulted in bail being taken 
and in the other case refused. | 

The Attorney-General said that in the present case, 
though the charge against the prisoner took a twofold form 
of perjury and forgery, yet in both the question would iu 
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substance be, whether he was in reality the person 
be represented himself to be. The evidence showed 
that he had endeavoured to support his preten- 
sions’ by statements of a very defamatory character 
as regarded other persons, and the making of which, if 
false, could not but constitute a crime of the gravest pos- 
sible character. The charge of forgery arose out of an 
attempt on his part—to a large extent a successful 
attempt—to raise money upon securities signed in the 
name of the person he represented himself to be; and this 
also, it could not be doubted, was, if he was not in truth 
that person, a crime of the gravest character. 

‘Cocksury, C.J.—In my opinion, the crime of perjury, 
though not in the eye of the law so great a crime, would, 
if it should be established in this case, be morally of a far 
more heinous character than that of forgery, because as 
regards the bonds said to have been forged, the parties who 
lent their money upon them lent it upon speculation, and, 
in many instances, offended against the law, which prohibits 
the advance of money to promote litigation of that kind; 
so that they are entitled to no sympathy if it should 
turn out that they have been deceived, and that these 
bonds were not signed by the person whose signatnre they 
purport to bear; whereas the charge of perjury involves 
a charge, not only of an attempt to deprive an innocent 
person of his inheritance, but even of making the most 
serious and infamous imputations upon the character 
of other persons. Therefore, morally speaking, the offence 
of perjury, under the peculiar circumstances of the case, 
would be of a far more heinous nature than that of forgery. 
But there is another view in which the question is to be 
looked at, especially with reference to the principles laid 
down by Mr. Justice Coleridge, and that is how far the 
prisoner, under the charge of forgery, would be more likely 
to desire to evade trial. And in that view it is material 
that there is now the charge of forgery as well as that of 
perjury. But then there is this further consideration—the 
time which may elapse before the trial can come on. | 

The Attorney-General entirely concurred in what the 
Lord Chief Justice had said, especially as to the nature of 
the two crimes charged. With respect to the period of 
trial, i: would certainly be necessary to produce witnesses 

her parts of the earth, as our law did not in a 
al case allow of evidence taken under a commissicn. 
t .sURN, C.J.—The probability that the trial cannot come 
on for a long time is a circumstance which was very pro- 
periy pressed upon us by my brother Ballantine as a 
element in the consideration of the question. | 
d. But, on the other hand, ifa man commits a 
proof of which requires witnesses to be brought 
ant countries, he cannot complain that in conse- 
ence of this the trial has to be put off for a long time. 
| Bracesven, J.—Still it adds an argument in favour of 
imitting him to bail.) Yes; but still if a man has com- 
i—assuming that he has committed—an offence the 
of of which requires witnesses who are 14,000 miles off, 
» hardship upon him that the prosecution has to send 
And it is not beeause the 
appen to be in Chili or in Australia that there- 
ent rule should be laid down. [Bracksvrn, J. 
not; but it is an element for consideration. 
but the other consideration also applies, and it 
n faalt that he has committed acta the evidence as 
ich is go far away. [Cockeuan, C.J.—Test it thus: 
swe @ Charge of murder upon prim4 facie evidence, and 
that material witnesses are in Chiliorin Australia, 
that be a sufficient reason for admitting the pri- 
to bail?) Certainly not. The true principle was 
hat of security. The only question was, what was a fair 
sufficient security for the production of the prisoner to 

« bis trial. There was no right to imprison him at all 
f the Court thought that he would appear. On the other 

it wast not because the trial might take a long time, 

hs not come on for # long time, that therefore they 
were to bail him if not satisfied that he would appear. 
[ Less, J., observed that the extradition treaties now made 
& difference, because even if & man escaped his extradition 
could be obtained. | 
The AtturneyGenerul said that there were, however, 
four European countries with which we had no such 
treatice—Norway, Sweden, Spain, snd Switzerland, and 
that with America waa now undergoing some alteration, 


4) miles for those witnesses, 





[Biacksury, J., observed with reference to this point that 
in most of the treaties perjury was excluded, but forgery 
was included; so that as extradition of the prisoner in: 
this case could be claimed on the charge of forgery, that 
was so far in his favour upon this application.] [Quain.J.,. 
said that in this case there must have been sufficient 
prim@ facie evidence adduced.| No doubt on the part of 
the Crown it was not desired to do more than lay the case 
before the Court. The Court need not be reminded of the- 
gravity of the charges against the prisoner. If he were: 
convicted it was certainly a case of the worst possible de-.. 
scription, and if the prisoner was found guilty: probably 
he would be visited with the very heaviest possible- 
punishment. And it could not but be taken imto account 
that the prisoner must be well aware of the peril which 
he ran. 

Cocknurn, C.J., said that as tothe charge of perjury, the 
Lord Chief Justice who committed the prisoner had pro- 
vided for bail, and the Court would not be disposed to in- 
terfere with his discretion ; therefore, as to that charge, 
this Court should not increase the bail. Then there came 
the more serious charge of forgery, which, though morally 
less heinous than the other, involved much more serious 
consequences as regards the punishment which might be 
inflicted. That, of course, made it likely that there 
would be a greater temptation operating upon his 
mind to relieve himself from trial if he were conscious 
of guilt. It was not, however, for them to assume 
that he was conscious of guilt. But assuming a body 
of evidence enough to place him on his trial upon the 
charge of perjury, the same evidence would sustain the 
charge of forgery, and there was consequently on that 
account a greater inducement to avoid the trial. But, on 
the other hand, there was the consideration of the long 
period which might elapse before the trial could come on. 
That raised a very serious question, whether he should be 
kept all that time in prison. And if reasonable bail could 
be given so as to secure his appearance to take his trial, 
although in a charge of felony the prisoner had not a right 
to it, the Court would, in its discretion, admit the accused 
to bail. 

Bracksurn, J., said the practical question seemed to 
come to this, whether there were any grounds for increasing 
the bail required by the Lord Chief Justice of Common 
Pleas when he committed the prisoner. 

The Attorney-General said the question was whether the 
Court thought that.these securities, which the Lord Chief 
Justice, who committed the prisoner, had thought neces- 
sary onthe charge of perjury, were sufficient onthe charges 
of perjury and forgery. [Lusu, J.—There were two indict- 
ments for perjury, on which the sentences might be not 
concurrent but cumulative.| They were substantially the 
same, one for oral perjury, the other for perjury on affida- 
vits. 

Brackpurn, J., observed that if the punishment were 
cumulative upon those charges, the aggregate amount of 
sentence would, of course, be greater, but still not equal to 
that upon the crime of forgery, which might be penal 
servitude for life. 

Cocknurn, C.J., asked when the case might be tried. 

The Attorney-General hoped it might be by the Ist of 
November. The prosecution were already sending out to 
Chili and Australia. From Chili the witnesses could be 
brought soon; but from Australia they would take o 
longer time. 

Ballantine, Serjt., for the prisoner, said the observations 
of the Attorney-General really almost embodied all he 
could say on the subject. He could scarcely, however, 
adopt his view that the trial could come on #0 early as 
November. [Cocknurs, C.J.—It might by some special 
arrangement for the purpose.| No doubt, in that way it 
might be possible, but certainly not before; and he sub- 
mitted that this person was not to be kept in prison all 
that time. He quite agreed that it was impossible to 
exaggerate the character of the crime with which he was 
charged. He entirely adopted everything that had been 
said by the Lord Chief Justice and the Attorney-General 
on that head, The nature of the charge-—-and whether it 
took the form of perjury or forgery was utterly immaterial 

was one which necessarily involved, assuming guilt, the 
most enormous immorality, perhaps aa grave as was ever 
presented to a court of justice, Hoe dealt with the case on 
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that basis. At the same time, he ventured to assume that | of criminals. These treaties certainly render the escape of = 


perjury, which in law was the lighter charge, would really 
be that upon which the prisoner would be tried. The 
practical difficulties in the way of a trial for forgery, 
which Wag felony, weré s0 great, involving as they did the 
locking up of the jury night after night throughout the 
whole duration of the trial, that he thought he was 
quite safe in the assumption he had ventured to make, 
As to the amount of bail to be asked as security for the 
prisoner’s appearance, he could say very little upon that 
point beyond what had been already said by the Attorney- 
General. It was for the Court, in the exercise of their 
discretion, to say what would “be sufficient under all the 
circumstances to secure the prisoner’s appearance. He 
assumed that the prisoner would really be tried for per- 
jary. [Cocksurn, C.J.—You are hardly warranted in 
asstiming that he will only be tried for perjury.] He 
(Serjt. Ballantine) only suggested it as occurring to his 
own mind, and as likely to occur to the prisoner, as to the 


‘ practical result, looking to what was probable. That he 


urged as an argument to show that the prisoner was not 
likely to abscond. No tangible ground had been stated or 
shown to the Court for supposing that he would do so. In 
the absence of any such grounds, he might suggest, on the 
other hand; that the result of the last trial was antici- 
pated several days before the jury actually stopped the 
case, and the prisoner then had abundant opportunity of 
escaping if it had been his intention to escape from justice. 
Practically, he could not help thinking such an escape im- 
possible. It was said, indeed, that there were several 
European countries with which there were no Treaties of 
Extradition, but there were modes of making a person's 
residence there so unpleasant as to drive him away. 
[Bracksury, J., mentioned a case of a person who had 
absconded to France before any Extradition Treaty, and 
the French Government, though they did not grant extra- 
dition, told the party that he must leave the country, and 
gave the English police notice of the time and place of his 
leading.| Escape was practically impossible, and it was 
a general principle of law that until conviction a person 
should, if possible, be at large. 

Giffard said that the trial might not come on even in 
November. 

Cocksury, C.J., said that it seemed reasonably probable 
that it would, and that, at all events, the Court would take 
measures to prevent undue delay. 

Some discussion then took place, in the course of which 
Cocksurn, C.J.,said"he was by no means sure that it might 
not be necessary—and it certainly must not be assumed 
that it was not possible—that there would be a trial “at 
bar.” 

Cocxsurn, C.J.—We have come to the conclusion that 
this application on the part of the prisoner should be 
acceded to by the Court. We cannot help drawing, under 
all the circumstances, the inference which my brother 
Ballantine has suggested, that it is most likely the pri- 
soner will be put on his trial on the charge of perjury. 
In making that remark we desire to avoid making any 
suggestion which might have the slightest influence on the 
conduct of the prosecution. But I think from what my 
brother Ballantine has said—especially as it was not con- 
tradicted by the Attorney-General—that it is most likely 
that the prisoner will be tried on the charge of perjury. 
That being so, the amount of the bail fixed by the Lord 
Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, when he committed 
the prisoner for trial, must be taken to he fully sufficient 
to insure, with all reasonable certainty, the appear- 
ance of the prisoner to take his trial, Then the ques- 
tion is whether an indictment for forgery having 
been found by the grand jury, the additional punish- 
ment, no doubt very serious, which would attach upon 
conviction upon that charge, would hold out to the prisoner 
an inducement to avoid his trial upon that charge, suppos- 
ing him to be conscious of guilt, and therefore apprehenslve 
of conviction, Now, though that in itself might be a rea- 
son for refusing bail or for increasing its amount, yot there 
are other considerations to set against it. One I have 
already adverted to, the probability that ho may be tried 
only for perjury, and not for forgery. Then there is that 
which has been adverted to in the course of the discussion 
~the admirable treatios of extradition which subsist 
between this and other countries to secure the surrender 








¢riminals more difficult than in former times. Thus, then, - 


on the one hand, there is the indictment for forgery, and ! 


the probability that his liability to be put upon his trial . 


on that charge may operate as an additional indueement 
to him to escape ; and, on the other hand, there is the fact 


that, owing to these treaties, his escape is more diffi- - 


cult. Setting these circumstances against each other, and 
looking to the fact that it is probable the prisoner will be 
tried on the charge of perjury, we have come to the con- 
clusion that the bail considered reasonably sufficient on 
the charge of perjury is sufficient, in all probability, to 
insure his attendance on the day of trial. Therefore, 
looking also to the fact that, from the nature of the case, 
the trial cannot possibly come on for some months, we 
think that we may safely admit the prisoner to bail in the 
same amount at which the bail was originally fixed. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 
(Before Master UNTHANK.) 
Levy and Another v. Freame and Others. 
April 19.—This was an action of ejectment to recover 
possession of two houses for breaches of covenant in a 
building lease,the breaches being the non-payment of rent 


and thenon-production of adeed of assignment of the houses, . 


subject to the charges thereon, within one month from 
execution, to the lessor’s solicitor for registration, and pay- 
ment of his fee of a guinea. 

W. G. Harrison, for the defendants, now applied to stay 
the action upon payment of the rent and the solicitor’s fee. 

S. Joyce,on behalf of the plaintiffs. 

It appeared from the affidavits filed that the deed in ques- 
tion had been tendered for registration but refused, as a 
month had elapsed after its execution before it was tendered, 
and also that the rent had been from time to time tendered, 
and also refused on account of the breach of covenant. 

Master UntHank made an order that upon payment of 
the rent and solicitor’s fee into court, the proceedings as to 
them be stayed, and left the defendants to apply to the 
Court of Chancery for an injunction to stay the action in 
respect of the non-production of the deed of assignment 
within the month according to the covenant contained in 
the lease. 

Attorney for the plaintiff, Sau? Solomon. 

Attorney for the defendant, Thomas Noto». 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Tuomas Cots, Q.C., of the Western Circuit, 
has been appointed by the Home Secretary to be Recorder 
of Plymouth and Devonport, which offices were rendered 
vacant by the demise of Mr. C. Saunders. Mr. Cole is a son 
of the late Captain George Cole, R.N., by Sarah, daughter 
of the late Captain Crozier, R.M., and is in his 56th year. 
He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in November, 
1842, and joined the Western Circuit, attending the Bath, 
Bristol, and Somersetshire sessions. In June, 1562, he was 
appointed Recorder of Penzance, in succession to Mr. 
Montague Bere, who then became Recorder of Southampton ; 
and in January, 1867, he was created a Queen's Counsel, 
and elected a Bencher of the Middle Temple. He was 
a candidate for the borough of Taunton, in the Liberal in- 
terest, at the general election of 1868, but retired in favour 
of Mr. Henry James, Q.C., the present member. Mr. Cole 
married in 1846, Georgiana, daughter of the late John 
Stone, Esq., barrister-at-law, of the Western Circuit, and 
by her he has a family of five sons and four daughters. 

Mr. Cuartss Syxes Cuaistrorner Bowsy, barrister.at- 
law, has been appointed Recorder of Penzance, in suceession 
to Mr. H.T. Cole, Q.C., who has become Recorder of Plymouth 
and Devonport. Mr. Bowen was educated at Balliol 
College, Oxford, where he was Hertford Scholar in 1855, 
and Ireland Scholar in 1857, in which year he also gained 
the prize for Latin verse, the subject being “ Sebastopol.” 
He graduated B.A, in 1858, gained the Armold prize 
in 1859, and became a fellow of Balliol, He was 
called to the bar at Lincoln's Inn, in January, 1861, 
and is a member of the Western Circuit, attending also the 
Hants, Southampton, and Portsmouth sessions. 


Mr. Sirus Rexves, darvister-at-law, has been appointed 
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Recorder of Great Yarmouth, in succession to Mr. N. Palmer, 
deceased. Mr. Reeve was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in April, 1850, and originally practised at the 
Chancery Bar, but afterwards joined the Norfolk Circuit, 
attending also the Ipswich, Bury, Swaffham, Norwich, 
Yarmouth, and Lynn sessions. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Sir—I beg to enclose you a card emanating from an 
attorney. It is, of course, not illegal, but some notice ought 
to be taken of it. Cares WINTLE. 

Bristol, April 19. 

‘“‘“Mr. W. F. Pratt, Solicitor and Attorney, Wootton 
Bassett, Swindon, and Calne. Attends personally to conduct 
cases as follows :—Magistrates, County Court, Chancery 
suits, Wills, Conveyancing, Divorce Court, Bankruptcy, and 
in all other branches of the Profession. Wootton Bassett.’’ 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

April 19.—The Bishops’ Resignation Act (1869) Perpetuation 
Bill was read the second time. 

Ecclesiastical Commissioners’ Trusts Bill.—The Marquis of 
Salisbury, in moving the second reading, said the first object 
of the measure was to enable the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
to accept trusts for the building, repairing, or adorning of 
churches, chapels, parsonage houses, or buildings belonging 
to any cathedral, parsonage, or glebe ; or for providing or 
augmenting the stipend of any person exercising ecclesias- 
tical functions in the Church of England.— Earl Granville 
could not consent to the second reading of the bill until he 
had some fuller explanation of the necessity for it, and of 
the nature of its provisions —The Archbishop of Canterbury 
argued in favour of the object of the bill.—The Lord 
Chancellor thought the House ought to pause before it 
gave its consent to the second reading of the bill. Ifa man 
wished to become a benefactor under the circumstances of 
the case, he had nothing to do but to create a trust by means 
of a trustee, whom he could choose for himself. But as the 
bill stood he could not help looking at it as being its inten- 
tion to extend the laws of mortmain.—The Marquis of Salis- 
bury would withdraw the bill, but assured the noble and 
learned lord that he had no wish to interfere, by means of 
this bill, with the law of mortmain, the Bill of Rights, or 
Magna Charta.—The bill was then withdrawn. 

April 22.—The Act of Uniformity Amendment (1872) Bill 
was read a third time and passed, with amendments. 

The Bishops’ Resignation Act (1869) Perpetuation Bill passed 
through committee. 

The Union of Benefices Act Amendment Bill was referred 
to a Select Committee. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 





April 19.— The Parliamentary and Municipal Election (Ballot) | 
Ed! —Adjourned committee.—Clause 5 (division of counties | 
and toroughs into polling districts) was resumed and passed 
after receiving some trivial amendments. 

Clanse 6 (use of schools and other public rooms for poll- 
ing places). Sir T. Bazley proposed to extend this to 
municipal as well as Parliamentary elections, but Mr. 
Porster opposing, the amendment was withdrawn ; the clause 


was agreed to. 

Clause 7 ( ing on the register to be conclusive 
evidence of right to vote).—Mr. H. James moved the ad- | 
dition of a proviso prohibiting agents and others at present | 
disqualified by existing Acts from voting, notwithstanding | 
ther mames might be on the register; but Mr. Forster | 
would willingly accept it if Mr. James thought it necessary. 


mon law of the realm” was, but he had some doubt as to 
what was meant by ‘‘the common law of Parliament.” — 
The clause was agreed to. 

Clause 8 (general powers and duties of the returning 

officer).—Mr. Graves proposed an amendment making 

rovision for taking the votes of officers in the Mercantile 
Marine, registered seamen, and liscensed pilots, who may be 
compelled to go to sea between the nomination and the open- 
ing of the poll._-This was ee by Mr. C. Sykes, Mr. R. 
Fowler, Mr. Magniac, Mr. T. Collins, and Mr. Scourfield, 
but resisted by Mr. Forster, and finally negatived by 241 
to 154; and the clause was then agreed to. 

Clauses 9, 10, and 11, which also relate to the duties of re- 
turning officers, were agreed to. 

Clause 12 (no voter to be compelled to disclose his vote 
in any legal proceedings relating to the election). —Mr. Hunt 
proposed the omission of this, which he stigmatised as 
secrecy run mad.—Mr. S. Hill supported the amendment, 
saying that the clause would nullify the Corrupt Practices 
Act.—Mr. Forster refused to part with the clause, which he 
said was necessary to prevent the object of the bill being 
defeated, and the amendment was defeated by 193 to 91. 

Clause 16 (polling-places in Scotland) was discussed for 
some time, and ultimately the clause was agreed to as pro- 
posed, an amendment moved by Mr. Gordon to substitute 
the dheritf for Lord Advocate as the authority to fix new 
polling-places being defeated by 155 to 90, 

Clause 18 (Irish polling-places), which occupied four 
pages in the bill, was also discussed minutely. Mr. Bruen 
proposed that in all Irish counties there shall be a polling- 
place within four miles of each elector, with the proviso 
that a polling district need not be constituted for less than 
100 electors. This was negatived by 219 to 136, and the 
slause was agreed to. 


April20.— The Elementary Education Act (1870).—Mr.Cand- 
lish moved for leave to bring ina bill to repeal section 25, 
which enacts that any School Board, if they think fit, may 
pay the school fees payable in any public elementary school 
for any child resident in their district, whose parents, in their 
opinion, were unable to pay the same; but thatno such pay- 


ment shall be made or refused on the condition that the child * 


shall attend any public elementary school other than suck 
as may be selected by the parents.—Mr. Collins would take 
the unusual course of opposing the motion. ‘The hon, 
member had misinterpreted the section; moreover, the 
House had already decided this session not to disturb the 
Act, and the country had decided in favour of religious 
education.—Mr. F, Powell, Mr. Beresford Hope, Lord F. 
Cavendish, and Sir C. Adderley spoke against the proposal 
in the bill.—Mr. Dixon urged the Government to deal with 
the question at once.—Mr. W. E. Forster regretted that Mr. 
Candlish had not been permitted, as a matter of courtesy, to 
bring in bis bill without opposition ; but on the merits of 
the measure, he should vote against it. He guarded him- 
self against the supposition that he had given a pledge to 
bring in acompulsory measure next year. All he under- 
took was to urge on his colleagues bis claim to have the 
general question of compulsion considered; and in that case 
the 25th clause must be dealt with.—Mr. Miall denied that 
the Secularists were opposed to religious instruction, but they 
desired that it should not be given by the schoolmasters.— 
| Mr. Mundellaand Mr. Kay-Shuttleworth appealed to Mr. 
| Collins not to oppose the introduction of the bill—Mr. W. 

H, Smith urged the House to let the School Boards proceed 

quietly with their work, gaining experience and knowledge 
| undisturbed by Parliamentary agitation. He deprecated 
| the suggestion that schoolmasters were incompetent to give 
| religious instruction.—Finally the House refused leave to 
bring in the bill, by 316 to 115. 

Conventual and Monastic Institutions,—Mr. Newdogate, 
after some discussion, in the course of which he was sharply 
censured for bringing groundless charges before the late 


| committee, obtained leave to bring in a bill for a commis- 
| 


—Mr. James had not given notice of his amendment ; it was | %90 to inquire into the increase and character of monastic 


ultimately a 


imate ed that he should withdraw it and | 924 : 
bring it forward again on the report.—Mr. Gregory | ditions under which pro 
opposed the clause, aa being to allintents and purposcsa | 


conventual institutions in Great Britain, into the con- 
y or income is held by them, 
and other particulars with regard to them; and also under 


franchise clause. The bill was not a Lill for amending or in | What circnmstances and securities it may be desirable to 


any way dealing with the franchise. The clause said that | 
every perum whose name waa on the register should be | 
qualified to wite unless he was diaqualified for voting | 
by some statute for the time being in force or by “ the com- | 
mon law fA Patiiament.” He understood what “the com-— 


promote the emigration of Nuns who wish to quit their 
cmvent life. 


April 24.—Religious Disabilitica Repeal Pill.—Sir C. 
O’Loghlen moved the second reading of this bill, the object 
of which was to open tho office of Lord Chancellor of Kagland. 
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and Lord Lieutenant of Ireland to Roman Catholics and 
Jews; to abolish the disabilities imposed on the Monastic 
Orders by the Catholic Emancipation Act, and also to repeal 
the provision which declares that bequests for masses or 
prayers for the dead are void.—Sir T. Chambers moved the 
rejection of the bill ; these provisions were conditions im- 
posed for the sofety of the State at a time when a great 
polilical boon was conferred on Roman Catholics, and it was 
for them to show that their necessity had ceased. The 
grievance was infinitesimal, and the arguments used in regard 
to the Lord Lieutenant and the Lord Chancellor would apply 
to the feir to the Throne, and to the whole Protestant cha- 
racter of our Constitution. The existing prohibitions of mon- 
astic institutions and the accumulation of property in their 
hands had nothing to do with religious opinion, but rested 
entirely on considerations of civil order and good govern- 
ment,—Mr. Holt and Mr. Downing opposed the bill.—Mr. 
Synan and Sir J. Gray supported it.—Dr. Ball said the 
change involved an important matter of State policy, and was 
surrounded with legal points of great difficulty. The office 
of Lord Chancellor was confined to Protestants because of 
his peculiar relations with the Sovereign ; and the penalties 
on Monastic Orders were no practical grievance.—Mr. Heron 
argued in favour of throwing all State Offices completely 
open.--Mr Gregory said the law objected to only forbade the 
appropriation of money to superstitious uses, and if any 
money was so left the Roman Catholics did not lose it ; it was 
devoted to some other Roman Catholic use to be specified by 
the Court. As regards the office of Lord Lieutenant, there 
was really no reason why the obligations on the Sovereign to 
be a Protestant should not be waived if the obligations were 
to cease in the case of the office of Lord Lieutenant, and, as 
regards the Lord Chancellor, it was impossible for him 
properly to discharge the duties of his office, as visitor of all 
Colleges of Royal foundation and charitable institutions, as 
the adviser of the Sovereign in matters ecclesiastical, and as 
the guardian of all infants, if he were not a Protestant.—Mr. 
Newdegate urged the House not to part with the securities 
on this point, and in regard to monastic institutions, until the 
Commission which he asked for had made its inquiries. — 
Mr. Bruce said there was nothing to prevent a Jew from 
being Lord Chancellor. Public opinion would not sanction 
the opening of the office of Lord Chancellor to Roman Catho- 
lics, but he saw no reason why the Lord Lieutenant should 








not be a Roman Catholic, especially since his ecclesiastical | 


patronage had been abolished by the Irish Church Act. The 
time had come, too, for abolishing the penal clauses against 
Monastic Orders, the remnants of barbarous times, and any 
well drawn clauses on that subject, as to bequests for super- 
stitious uses, would, no doubt, receive favourable considera- 
tion. He advised Sir C. O’Loghlen to be satisfied with the dis- 
cussion, and not to press his bill to a division.—Sir C. O’ Logh- 
len declined, and was replying, when at a quarter to six, the 
debate was adjourned by the rules of the House, 

April 25.—The Parliamentary and Municipal Elections 
(Ballot) Bill.—Adjourned committee. Clause 19 (resumed) 
was agreed to and so were clauses 20 —27, 

Mr. Forster then proceeded to move new clauses trans- 
ferred from the Corrupt Practices Bill, from which this 
bill was originally severed. The first of these was 
one defining and punishing the offence of persona- 
tion.—Mr. Samuelson obtained the addition of words 
including aiding, abetting, and inducing &c., persona- 
tion.—Mr. H. James proposed to make the offence a felony 
instead of a misdemeanour,—This was accepted by the So- 
licitor-General and Mr. Forster, opposed by Mr. Scourfield, 
Lords Bury and Galway, Mr. Downing, Mr. Bentinck, Mr. 
Wheelhouse, Mr. Henley, Mr. Salt, Mr. McCullagh Torrens, 
Mr, Butt, and Mr. Disraeli, and veppetiet by Mr. Denison, 
Mr. W. Fowler, Mr. Dimsdal>, Mr. McLaren, and Mr. 
Bowring.—Mr. Gregory did not oppose the amendment, 
but pointed out that there could be no severer condemnation 
of the measure than tho proposal of Mr. James to increase 
the penalty against personation because the nuisance favoured 
the offence.— Finally, Mr, James’ amendment was carried by 
94 to 35, and Mr, James, who had given notice of a proposal 
to fix the punishment as penal sorvitudo for not more than 
five years, said that, in deference to the obvious sense of 
the committee, ho would change the limit to imprisonment 
for not moro than two years.—A proposal by Mr, H. 
Samuelson, to add Parliamentary incapacity for seven years, 
was severe by the Solicitor-General, on the ground that dis- 
qualification should be imposablo by none but an election 
tribunal, and nogatived, Tho clause was then agreed to, 





Mr. Forster then proposed the second of the new clauses,. 
providing that for every voter proved to be bribed a vote 


shall be struck off the poll of the candidate who, by himself * 


or his agent, has bribed him.—Mr. James proposed to add 


that a vote shall also be struck off when a candidate’s agents, - 


clerks, or messengers vote.—This was accepted by the 
Government, op by Mr. Gregory, Mr. Hardy, Lord 
Bury, and Mr. 8. Hill, and carried by 243 to 177.—The 
clause was then agreed to. 


Colonel Barttelot, in the absence of Mr. P. Wyndham, - 


moved a clause limiting the duration of the Act to twelve 
months after the first general election after its passing.— 
This was opposed by Mr. Forster, and negatived. 

Mr. Fawcett next moved his clause throwing the legal 
expenses of elections on the local rates.—Mr. Forster sup- 
ported the proposal, chiefly because it would facilitate the 
entrance of working men into Parliament.—Mr. Corrance 
opposed any further addition to the local rates.—Mr. 
Magniac also opposed it as contrary to Sir M. Lopes’ recent 
resolution. Moreover it would be difficult to work out the 
details of the clause, especially in counties.—Mr. Brand was 
induced by the passing of Sir Massey Lopes’ resolution, 
which made it certain that local burdens would be re- 
arranged. to support a proposal which he had hitherto op- 
posed.—Colonel Beresford, Mr. Pell, and Mr. Greene, op- 
posed the clause.—Mr. Downing supported it—Carried by 
261 to 169. 

Mr. Wheelhouse proposed a clause to enable the sick and 
disabled to vote by voting-papers.—Mr. Forster objected.— 
Debate adjourned. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. D. A. FREEMAN. 


Mr. Daniel Alexander Freeman, Barrister at Law, died on 
the 21st April, at his residence, Upper Tooting, in his 4Sth 
year. The late Mr. Freeman was originally’a solicitor, having 
been for many years a partner in the legal firm of Tilleard, 
Sons and Freeman, of Old Jewry. After studying at the Bar, 
he gained a certificate of honour at the Bar examination in 
May, 1860, and was called to the Bar at Lincoln’s-inn, in 
November of that year. He then joined the Home Circuit, 
attending also the East and West Kent, Dover, Canterbury, 
and Maidstone sessions. 

MR. A. YOUNG. 

Mr. Arthur Young, B.A., LL D., Solicitor, of Mark-lane, 
City, died on the 22nd April, at Woodberry Down, at the 
pon age of 25 years. He was a younger son of Mr. Thomas 
Young, Solicitor, by Dorcas his wife, and brother of Mr. 
Thomas Pallister Young, Solicitor, with whom he practised 
in partnership under the style of “ Youngand Sons.” Being 
educated at University College, Mr. A. Young matriculated 
at London University in January, 1863. In 1864, he passed 
his first examination for the B.A. degree, when he took the 
third place, and received honourable mention for his pro- 
ficiency in German. He graduated as B.A. in 1865, LLB. 
in 1866, and took the degree of LL.D. in 1868. In the fol- 
lowing year he was admitted an attorney, and became & 
member of his father’s firm at Mark-lane. 


Ervine Forest.—Mr. Ayrton on Monday withdrew thé 
Government Bill. He said he had introduced the measure 
for the purpose of fulfilling the assurance which he had 
given last Session, when the Act for appointing a Commis- 
sion to prepare a scheme for preserving the remains of the 
forest for the recreation of the people was being passed 
through Parliament. As the bill was confined to objects 
which were within the province of a private bill, he had 
hoped that it would have been sent to a Select Committee 
without opposition in order that all parties interested might 
be heard against the measure; but a notice of opposition 
having been placed on the paper, he was unable under the 
new standing orders to move the second reading after half- 
past 12 o'clock. Under these circumstances, and looking at 
the many subjects of great public importance to which the 
attention of the House was directed, he thought he should 
best fulfil the promise he had made by proceeding 
immediately with the Bill in the other House, which wou 
be better able to investigate the subject, and deal with the 
legal questions involved in the Bill at an early period. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Qvorarron, April 26, 1872. si 
3 per Cent. Consols, 93 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for a. Coes, 93} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 91} Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.5 p m 
New 3 per Cent., 913 Ditto, £500, Do —-5 pm 
Do. 33 perCent., Jan. "94 | Ditto, £100 & £200, — 5 pm 
Do. 2§ per Cont., Jan. 794 | Bank o England Stook, 4} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 | Ct, (last half-year) 242 
Annuities, Jan. ’30 — ‘ itto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


india Stk.,10}pCt.Apr.’74,206 | Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jav-’7? 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 gee Cent., May,’79 108} 
Ditto 5per Cent. July,"80 110} Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account.— April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. 881023 | Do.Do ,5 per Cent.,Aug.’73 162 
Nitto, ditro,Certificates, — | Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 22 p 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.97 | Ditto, ditto,under £1096, 25 p 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid. Closing Prices. 


Bristol and Exeter ..... 106 
Cc; la? ;. 








Glasgow and South-Western ........0....-.sesee 

Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 

Great Northern ............coses 
Big A Gate .....nnscorceercee 

Great Southere and Western 

Great Western—Original... 

Lancashire and Yorkshire .. 

London, Brighton, and South 

London, Chatham, and Dover., 

London and North-Western 

London and Sonth Western... 

Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoin ... 

Metropolitan 
O, TE wiitiestehiicttictieeictnnsntiionniien 








North British see 
Ne 
Nerth London 
IID: citincnccncpensabaitinnendnasienic 
South Devon Ma 
IO iii ccaitenensssctntntereten inte 105 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 














Money Market anv City INTELLIGENCE. 

The markets are firm. Consols, after a little recoil from 
aslight advance madea few days ago, have recovered and 
are steady. Railways were weak fora day or two, except 
South Eastern, which has been in considerable demand ; all 
descriptions are now actively inquired for, and prices, though 
high, seem advancing. Erie is in especial demand just now. 
Foreign markets also strong, and the new Russian loan ad- 
vancing in price. 

At the annual mecting of the London and Provincial Law 
Assurance Society, held on Wednesday, the report stated 
that 145 new policies were issued in the past year, assuring 
£233,257, and yielding £3,256 18s. 11d. in new premiums. 

The letters of allotment of the Welsh Freehold Coal and 
Ircn Company were posted on Thursday 

The Prospectus of the Irish Tramways Company (Limited) 
has been iseued, with a capital of £100,000 in 100,000 shares 
of £leach. The object of the company is to lay down a 
tramway upon the public road between Bandon and Kil- 
macsimon, in the county of Cork, and the prospectus states 
that Lord Bandon has given, free of charge, the 


necessary land for stores, wharfage, &c., and that arrange- 


menta have been made for the necessary steam communica- 
tion to England. 

The directors of the East London Railway Company invite 
subscriptions for £406,000 Perpetual five per cent. First Pre- 
ference Stock. The price of issue is £72 10s. per £100 
Stock, payable in instalments up to August 15. The 
issue constitutes the whole of the preference capital of 
the Company, and takes precedence of the ordinary 
share capital, amounting to £1,490,000—the whole of 
which has been issued and called up—and is the first 
charge on the net profits of the undertaking after payment 
A imtereat om £566,660 debentare capital. The Brighton 
Railway Company have undertaken to stock, work and 
maintain the line under the conditions detined in the ayree- 
ment with the company, confirmed by Act of Parliament, 
Vit, a 53 per cent. A the gross receipts up to the lat of 
Jannary, 1375, and alverwarda up to the yeat 1390 (or at 





the option of the Brighton Railway Company in perpetuity), 
at a rate not exceeding the actual cost of working. The 
stock is quoted 2} to 2 premium, 





Tue REcORDERSHIP AND Common SersEANTCcy or Lonpon, 
—It is announced that the Right Hon. Russell Gurney, 
Q.C., Recorder of the City of London, is about to be raised 
to the peerage, in consideration of his services to her 
Majesty’s Government in connection with the Treaty of 
Washington. In this event Sir Thomas Chambers, Q.C,, 
the Common Serjeant, is named as his successor in the 
recordership, and several candidates have been announced 
for the office of Common Serjeant, which is in the gift of 
the Court of Common Council. They are—the Hon. Robert 
Bourke, M.P. for King’s Lynn, and brother of the late Earl 
of Mayo; Mr. Serjeant Sleigh, Mr. John J. Powell, Q.C.. 
Recorder of Wolverhampton ; and Mr. W. Cooper, of the 
Norfolk Circuit. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 
AT THE MART, 

April 23.—By Mr. Driver. 
Pentonville-road.—No. 37, North-street, freehold. Sold £700. 
City-road.— No. 69, Westmorland-place, freehold. Sold £400. 
Rotherhithe.—No. 460, Princes-street, freehold. Sold £360. 
Pentonville-road.—Nos, 40 and 41, freehold. Sold £250. 

A sum of £13 1s. 3d. per annum, secured upon premises in 
Duke-street and Mason’s-yard. Sold £210. 

A ditto of £3, secured upon No. 28, Little Queen-street, Hol- 
born. Sold £60. 

By Messrs. FAREBROTHER, CLARK & Co. * 

Peckham-rye.—A plot of freehold land, containing 4a. Or. 37p. 
Sold £2,320. 

No. 4, Peckham-rye, freehold. Sold £700. 

A freehold ground-rent of £22 per annum—Sold £580. 

A freehold residence, known as the Red House. Sold £830. 

Nos. 1 and 2, Sternhall-place, freehold. Sold £400 each. 

No. 3, adjoining. Sold £370. 

A freehold ground-rent of £25 per annum, short reversion, Sold 

2 


£2,000. 
Two plots of freehold land, containing 0a. 2r. 26p. Sold £630. 
A plot of building land, containing 40a. Ir. lip. Sold £12,100. 
Borough.—No. 210, Kent-street, and a plot of land, freehold. 
Sold £600. 
No. 212, adjoining. Sold £540. 
Battersea.—Nos. 36, 38, 40, 42, and 44, Sleaford-street, freehol f. 
Sold £350. 
Bethnal-green.—A freehold ground-rent of £31 10s. per annum. 
Sold £1,000. 
Southwark. —Clink-street, Winchester-wharf, term 21 years. 
Sold £3,500. 
April 24.—By E. W. Ricuarpson, 
Holloway.—No. 50, Jackson-road, term 92 years, Sold £470.— 
No. 5, Junction-villas, term 79 years. Sold £535.—No. 4, 
adjoining. Sold £555.—Nos. 7 and 8. Sold £1,070. 
Hatkney.—No. 1, Lincoln-villas, term 70 years, Sold £460.— 
Nos. 2 and 3 adjoining. Sold £415 each.—No. 4. Sold £420. 
—No. 62, Bentham-road, term 75 years. Sold £290.—Nos. 
39 and 41, Loddige’s-road, same term. Sold £475.—Nos. 1 
and 2, Felix-terrace, term 89 years. Sold £565. 
Hornsey-rise.—Lake House, with stabling, freehold, Soll 
£2,075. 
Forest Hill.—Leasehold saw mills, including plant and machi- 
nery, term 69 years. Sold £620. 
April 25—By Messrs, Denenuam, Tewson & FARMER. 
Lower Kennington-lane.—Nos. 169 and 171, copyhold. Soli 
£1,250. 
By Messrs. Bunkeii & Goopy. 
Islington.— No. 120, Essex-road, freehold, Sold £825. 
By Messrs. E. & H. Lumury. 
Rutland.—Parish of Ketton, freehold farm, containing 10%. 
Or. Sp. Sold £7,600. 
By Messrs. Bray, Weun & Haut, 
Hoxton.—No, 23, Charles-aquare, freehold. Sold £725. 
Buckhurst-hill.—Queen's road, a plot of land, Sold £110. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DY¥ATGS. 
BIRTHS. 

Biackmone.—On April 17, at 12, Beacon-hill, Holloway, 
N., the wife of 8. Haywood Blackmore, barrister-at-law, of 
a daughter. 5 

Gunes —On April 20, at 16, Westbourne-park-road, the wife 
of Frank Harry Green, Kaq., wlicitor, of a son. 
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‘T,nourDIN—On April 20, at Datchet, Bucks, the wife of 
Charles John Tahourdin, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister- 
at-law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

ARrpEN—RAWNSLEY—On April 23, at Halton Holegate, Lin- 
colshire, st ag Arden, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at- 
law, to Emily Margaret, second daughter of the Rev. R. 
Drummond B. Rawnsley, rector of Halton Holegate, Lin- 
colnshire. 

ForstER—WortTH—On April 23, at St. George’s, Campden- 
hill, Matthew Forster, Esq., of the Inner Temple, barrister- 
at-law, to Amy Leslie, eldest daughter of John Alger 
Worth, Esq., of Bridge Dock, Limehouse, and Frant, Sussex. 

Kirnsy—Mousert—On April 17,.at St. Oswald’s Church, 
Ashton-in-Mackerfield, Lawrence D. Kirby, Esq., barrister- 
at-law, to Louise, only daughter of Adolphus B. Moubert, 
Esq., of Garswood, Newton-le- Willows. 

WEBSTER—JALLAND—On April 18, at St. Mary’s Church, 
Hull, Robert Grant Webster, Esq., barrister-at-law, to 
Enily, -~ daughter of B. M, Jalland, Esq., of Holderness 
House, Hull. 

DEATHS. 

Brappon—On April 16, at Bournemouth, Henry Braddon, 
Esq., Solicitor, of Queen’s-road, St. John’s-wood, and Danes- 
inn, London. 

FrEEMAN—On April 21, D. A. Freeman, Esq., barrister-at- 
law,of Upper Tooting, and 1, Plowden-bldgs, Temple, in 
his 48th year. 

Youne—On April 22, at Woodbury Down, N., Arthur Young 
B.A., LL.D., of 29, Mark-lane, the beloved son of Thomass 
and Dorcas Young, aged 25. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tvusespay, April 23, 1872, 
Laxdale, John, Geo de Courcy Peele, and Edmund Cresswell Peele, 
Shrewsbury, Attorneysand Solicitors, April 16 
Lee, M. C., and John Jos Thorney, Kingston-upon-Hull, Attorneys and 
Solicitors. April 2 
Powell, Jas, and Jas Dove Whitehead, Pocklington, York, Solicitors. 


April 18 
Ryails, John, and Leonard Atkinson Ryalls, Sheffield, York, Attorneys 
and Solicitors, April 16 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farpay, April 19, 1872. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Uxbridge and Rickmansworth Railway Company.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before May 16, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims to Mayor Chas Lomax, King’s 
Cross Railway Station, Tuesday, May 23 at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. : 

LimiTepD IN CHANCERY. 

Bristol Victoria Pottery Company (Limited). —The Master of the Rolls 
has, by an order dated March 22, appointed Edwd Hancock, Bristol, to 
be cfficial liquidator. 

Tuespay, April 23, 1872. 
LIMITED tn CHANCERY. 
India and China Tea Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented April 18, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins 
on Friday, May 3. Batt, Walbrook, solicitor for the petitioners. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Turspay, April 16,1872. 
Hall, Peter Brames, Lombard st, Gunpowder Manufacturer. May 11 
Hall v Hall, M.R. Wilson & Co, Copthall bldgs 
Hurst, John, Temple Cowley, Oxford, Farmer. May 22. Hurst v Hurst, 
V.C. Wickens, Walsh, Oxford 
Morgan, Rev Edwd, Syston, Leicester, Vicar. May 10. Allen v 
Morgan, V. C. Malins. Harris, Leicester 
Rabone, Abraham, Shirley, Warwick, Butcher. May 12. 
Rabone, V.C. Malins. Wright, Birm 
Savage, Robt Chapman, Nuneaton, Warwick, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
May1. Nason v Savage, V.C. Malins. Dewes, Nuneaton 


Fauay, April 19, 1872, 

Brown, Jas, Westbourne, Sussex, Innkeeper. May 10. Wilks v 
Bannister, V.C. Wickens, Longcroft, Lincoln’s-inn-flelds 

Bryan, Hy, Bethnal House, Cambridge-rd, Hackney, June 19, Sellers 
v Darke, V.C, Malins. 

Fox, Chas, Oundle, Northampton, Farmer. May 9. Guille v Fox, ¥.C. 
Malins. Rooks & Co, King-st, Cheapside 

Green, Thos, Rumworth, Lancashire, Publican. May 13. 
Assurance Company v Leyland, M.R. Greenhalgh, Bolton 

Gregory, Wm, Adelaide-rd North, St John’s Wood, Solicitor. May 23. 
Gregory v Gregory, V.C, Wickens, Matthews, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Hardy, John, Poole, Retired Farmer. May 22. Hardy e Hardy, V.C. 
Wickens, Aldridge & Harker, Poole 

Herring, Thos Fredk, well, Surrey, Beer Retailer, Godfrey 
v Herring, V.0, Wickens. Aveline, Epsom 

Hill, Jas, Shoreditch, Tobacconist. May 20, Hille Davis, V.0. Malins, 
Taaqueray-Willaumo, New Broad-st 

Lloyd, Martha, Moelgarnedd, Merioneth, Widow. May 3. Jones? 
Lloyd, V.C. Wickens, Rooks & Co, Kingest, Cheapside 

Moulson, Wm, Shoffield, Gent, May 12. Booker v Moulson, M.R, 


Webster, Sheffield 
Rebbeck, Benj, Wellington-st, Waterloo Town, Bethnal Green, May 
Rebbeck v Banks, V.C, Wickens, Randall & Sona, Token- 
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May 22. 
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Sawyer, Sophia, Vincent-sq, Widow. May 1!. Hunt o Tomkins, V.C. 
Malins. Rutter, King’s Bench-walk, ‘temple 
Wooldridge, Clement, Hanley, Stafford. April 27. Groom v Wooldridge, 
V.C. Malins. Sherratt, Hanley 
Tvespay, April 23, 1872. 
Regis, Warwick, Spinster. May 20. Newbold » 
Fisher, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 
May 24. Binghamv Lucan, M.R. 


Baker, Eliz, Newton 
Baker, V.C. Wickens. 

Bingham, Richd, Marylebone-rd. 
Linklater & Go, Walorook 

Proctor, Thos, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Lodging-house Keepers 
May 8. Cundall Proctor, V.C. Wickens. Field, Leamington Prior. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, April 19, 1872. 
Bace, Hy Wm, Scarborough, York, Lieut-Col. 
Woodall, Scarborough 
Barnett, Robt, Meopham Court, Kent, Esq. July 20. 
Gravesend 
Bootman, John Dixon, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Waterman. June 13. 
Chartres & Youll, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Brewis, Edwd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Builder. June 13. Chartres & 
Youll, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Broad, Jas, Bristol, Builder. June1l. Broad, Bristol 
Butler, John, Inkpen, Berks, Esq. Junel. Wilkinson & Co, St Neots 
bee John, Branston, Lincoln, Farmer. June 21. Hebb, 
incoin 
3 _— Pendleton, nr Manch, Engineer. May 31. Southam, 
anc 
Eyre, Joshua Hy, Carey-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Law Stationer. May 29. 
Vizard & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Green, Eliza Rebecca, Castle-st, Oxford-st, Licensed Victualler. May 
20. Hunter & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 
Coe Edwin, Egbaston, Warwick, Esq. June 1. Tyndall & Co, 
irm 


Halfpenny, Fredk John, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Auctioneer. June 17. 
Holyoake, Droitwich 

Hobson, Wm, Mickleover, Derby. May 30. Worthington, Derby 

Hustler, Wm, Rosemerryn, Cornwall, Mining Engineer. May 31. 
Waterhouse & Winterbotham, Carey-st, Lincoln’s-inn 

Jardine, Jas, Richmond villas, Holloway, Gent. May 16. Andrew & 
Atkins, George-yd, Lombard-st 

Lambert, Thos, Middlesbrough, York, Innkeeper. July 1. Belk, 
Middlesbrough 

Lish, Robt, Handon Hold, nr Chester-le-st, Durham, Engineer. Jun; 
15, Taylor, Old Burlington-st 

McAlpin, David, Leytonstone-rd, Stratford, Gent. June 10. Bilton, 
Coleman-st 

Menlove, Amelia, Newtown, Montgomery, Widow.. May 20, Woosnam 
& Talbot, Newtown 

Moseley, Robt, Derby, Painter. May6. Leech, Derby 

Parker, Jas, Beckenham, Kent, Gent. July 1. Beddall, L ombard-st 

Peace, John, Rawmarsh, York, Miner. June!8. Harrop, Swinton 

Penny, Sarah Brunt, Limehouse, Widow. July 15. Taylor, Old 
Burlington-st 

Piggott, Geo, Moseley, Worcester, Gent. June 1. Tyndall & Co, 


rm 

Pott, Joseph Compton, Clackmannan, North Britain, Gent. May 20. 
Curre: Holland, Gt George-st, Westminster 

Pring, Thos, Gt St Helen’s, Ship Broker, May 19. Hudson & Co, 
Backlersbury 

Pritchett, Mary, Birm, Widow. Junel. Tyndall & Co. 

Quiddington, Nathaniel Augustus, Aibemarie-st, Tai 
Taylor, Old Burlington-st 

— Ann, Rochdale, Lancashire, Widow. Juse 10. Holland, 

dale 

Stable, Fredk Augustus, Gympie, Queensland, Miner, Nov 16. Garrard 
& James, Suffolk-st, Pall Mall East 

Taylor, Jeremiah Scott, York, Gent. Asg 15. Ware, York 

Temple, Sarah, Heston, Middx. May 10. Goldsmith, Carter-lane, 
Doctors’-commons 

Timothy, Ellis Wm, Portdinorwic, Carnarvon. June 1. Barber & 
Hughes, Bangor 

Turner, Thos, Tettenhall, Stafford, Lock Manufacturer, Jane 2. 
Gough & Colebourn, Wolverhampton 

Walesby, Elmit, Lincoln, Publican. July 6. Williams, Lincoln 

Westacott, Geo, Mitre-sq, Builder. June 24. Rivington & Son, Fen- 
church-bldgs 

— Thos, jun, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent. May 23. Wilson, 

al 


Woodall & 


Che: sman, 


June 1. 


, Birm 
or. July 15. 


Wilson, Jas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hide Merchant. Jane 13. Chartres 
& Youll, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Wilson, Jas, jun, Re Ae at Hide Merchant. June 13. 
Chartres & Youll, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 


Teespay, April 23, 1872 


Barry, Jas, Hastings, Sussex, Esq. June i. Phillips S Cheesman, 
Hastings 
Aug 1. 


Calvert, Wm, Acomb, York, Esq. Garwood, York 

Carlyle, Margt, Huddersfield, York, Spinster. July 15. Bottomley, 
Hudderstie) 

Cneponten, John, Gosport, Hants, Builder, May 24. Compigne, 
Gos) 

Cockfleld, John, Richmond, York, Farmer. Jaly 1. Croft, Richmond 

Coldham, Sarah Eliza, Nottingham, Spinster. June 1. Bateldd & 
Dowson, Notts 

Coles, Robt, Salisbury, Wilts, Cheese Factor, Jane 7. Wilson & Go, 
Salisbury 

Croft, Saml, Wakefield, York, Innkeeper. June 1s, Lansen & OQ, 
Waketiold 

Crema, Joseph, Mackadown, Warwick, Farmer, Jane & York, 
irm 

Drammond, Maria Sarah, Weatbourne-ter, Hyde-pk, Jane 20. Garrard 
& James, Suffolk-st, Pall Mall Bast 

Gardiner, Thos Geo, Twickenham, Esq, Juve 2. Smith & Meare 
Richmond 

June li, Bas & 


Gisborne, Rey Jaa, Croxall Viearage, Derdy, 


Jennings, Burton-upon: Trent 
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Hofken, Gerhard, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. May 31. Holden & 
Cleaver, Lpool 
Jones, John, Cwmamman, Glamorgan, Surgeon. May 20. Easery & 
Glascodine, Swansea 
Makin, Wm, Preston, 8t Mary, Suffolk, Farmer. June 1. Robinson & 
Co, Hadleigh 
Parsons, Fras, Wells,Somerset,Spinster. June 10, Whidborne & Tozer, 
Teignmouth 
Sellwood, Join, Newmarket, Suffolk, Innkeeper. June 1. York, 
Newmarket 
“Smith, Sir Peter, New Finchley-road. May 3l. Barnes & Bernard, 
Gt Winchester-st 
Thompson, Eliz, Monk’s Coppenhall, Chester, Spinster. June 24° 
Cooke, Crewe 
Thomson, David, Upper Berkeley-st, Portman-sq, Baker. June 8. 
Hudson, Fenchurch-bldgs 
Wadsworth, Wm, Luton Bedford, Brewer. May 10. Cooke, 
Devereux-ct, Temple . 
Williams, Eliz, Quidhampton, Wilts, Widow. May 31, Wilson & Co, 


Salisbury 
— _~ Machon Bank, Sheffield, Gent. June 7. Vickers & Son, 
effie 


Bankrupts. 
Frupay, April 19, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proots of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
* Goldsworthy, Robt, Stanhope-st, Hampstead-rd, Delivery Clerk. Pet 
April 16, Hazlitt, May 3 at 11 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Argles, Hy, jun, Maidstone, Kent, Auctioneer. Pet April16. Scuda- 
more. Maidstone, May 2 at 11 
Burgess, Wm, Belved2re, Kent, House Agent. Pet March 12. Acworth. 
Rochester, May 6 at 2 
Hodson, Robt, Fairfield, nr Lpool, Bookkeeper. Pet April 7. Hime. 
Lpool, May 6 at 2 
Mason, Joseph, jun, Glossop, Derby, Music Seller. PetApril 8. Jack- 
son, Ashton-under-Lyne, May 10 at 11 
Moisey, Thos Chris, King’s Cliffe, Northampton, Wood Dealer. Pet April 
17, Atter. Peterborough, May 4 at 12 
Read, Paul, Southampton, out of business. Pet Aprill12, Thorndike. 
Southampton, May 2 at 12 
: onion, —_ Swire, Manch, Comm Agent. Pet April 16. Kay. Manch, 
ay 9a 
: — Chas, Strand. Pet April 5. Farnfield. Greenwich, May 
a 


Tuxspay, April 23, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
bar pers Md Church-rd, Homerton, Grocer. Pet April ll. Pepys. 
al 


Franco, Anna Sophia, Holford-sq, Pentonville, Widow. Pet April 18, 
Pepys. May 7 at 11 

Harding, Jas, Nicholas-lane, Flexible Roofing Manufacturer. Pet April 
19. Hazlitt. May 28 at 11 

Lock, Geo, and Tom Hadwen, St James’s-st, Pall Mall, Booksellers. 
Pet April 18. Pepys. May 7 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country, 
Bird, Margaret, Hoylake, Cheshire, Beerhousa Keeper. Pet April 17. 
_Wason, jun. Birkenhead, May 4 at 10 
Fi rr Hy, Sandy, Beds, Builder. Pet April 18. Pearse, Bedford, May 
a 


Iredale, Wm, Dearham, Cumberland, Journeyman Cartwright. Pet 
_April 18. Waugh. Cockermouth, May 6 at 3 

Naggiar, Felix, and David Hazan, Manch, Merchants. Pet April 10. 
Kay. Manch, May 9 at 12 

Simuer, Jas, Denbigh, Shopkeeper. Pet April 18. Jones. Bangor, 
May 4 at 12 

Williams, Geo, Oldham, Lancashire, Coal Merchant, ‘Pet April 18, 
Tweedale. Oldham, May 9at'!1 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fripay, April 19, 1872. 
a a Cotton, Catherine-ct, Seething-lane, Corn Merchant. 
pri 
Ty Chas, Manor-rd, Walworth, Clerk in the General Post-office. 
pri 
Tcgspay, April 23, 1872. 
Afrait, Moses, King-st, Finsbury, Merchant. April 18 
Gambier, Morley, Chester-sq. April 18 
Wright, Thos, York, Tailor. April 18 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fasay, April 19, 1872. 
Archer, Chas John, Church End, Woodford, Essex, Baker. May 2 at 11, 
at offices of Breckels, Coleman st. Whitwell, King st, Cheapside 
Barfoot, Wm Mayhew, Wangford, Suffolk, Tailor. May 7 at 12 at office 
of Palmer, South quay, Gt Yarmouth 
Beck, Joseph, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Mole Catcher. April 30 
at 1, at the Shelley’s Arms Inn, Fishergate, Preston. Bradshaw, 
Barrow -in-Farness 
- Beck, Rachel, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. April 30 
- 12, at the Shelley’s Arms Inn, Fishergate, Preston. Barrow-in- 
urness 
Bottomley, John Moffatt, George row, Bermondsey, Licensed Victualler. 
May 4 at 3, at the Old Margate Town Tavern, George row, Bermond- 
sey. Sparham, St. Benet pl, Gracechurch st 
Branton, Jas, Leeds, Plasterer. May 3 at 11, at office of Maud & Senior, 
Duncan st, Leeds 





Burlison, Robt Weatherall, Jarrow, Darham, Builder. May 2 at 12, at 
offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon- 

Cheesman, Thos, Henfield, Sussex, Timber Merchant. May 8 at 12, at 
offices of Lamb, Ship st, Brighton 

Clark, Jas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Bootmaker. May 3 at 2, at offices of 
Joel, Market st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Cordingley, Wm, & Rawson Barber, Batley, York, Masons, May 1 at 
3.80, at offices of Scholefield, Branswick st, Batley 

Coulson, Thos, Jarrow, Durham, Grocer. May 1 at 12, at offices of 
Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Drury, Geo Dickinson, bradford, Hairdresser. May 9 at 3, at offices of 
Atkinson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Emdin, Wm Hy, Aldersgate st. Importer. May 1 at 2, at the Guildhall 
Coffee House, Gresham st. Helsham, Little Britain, Aldersgate 

Fitch, Thos, Mintern st, Shoreditch, Chair Manufacturer. May 9 at 3, 
at offices of Heathfield, Lincoln's inn fields 

Gaved, David, Polgooth ter, Woodland rd, Norwood, Builder. May 2 at 
3, at office of Lindus, Cheapside 

Gibson, Reuben, Eccles, Lancashire, Plumber. May 3 at 3, at offices of 
Burton, King st, Manch 

Goldsbrough, Abraham, Little Horton, York, Draper. May 9 at 2, at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Bridge st, Bradford. Ferns, Leeds 

Hadley, John, Barston, Warwick, Blacksmith. April 29 at 3, at office 
of Parry, Bennett’s hill, Birm 

Hamilton, Hornby, jan, Durham, Watchmaker, May 3 at 11, at office 
of Salkeld, Sadler st, Durham 

Hargreaves, John, Newchurch, Lancashire, Woollen Printer. May 3 at 
3, at the Wheatsheaf Hotel, Fennel st, Mauch. Standring, jun, The 
Batts, Rochdale 

Hill, Edwin, Sheffield, Boot Dealer. May 1 at 12, at office of Mellor & 
Porrett, Bank st, Sheffield 

Hopwood, Hy, Gt Grimsby, Lincolo, Merchant. May 1 at 11, at offices 
of Haddelsey & Haddelsey, Royal Dock chambers, Gt Grimsby 

Horn, Wm John, Margate, Kent, Builder. May 6 at 11, at the George 
Inn. Gibson, Margate 

Jacobs, Hy, High Holborn, Dealer In China. May 1 at 3, at the White 
Swan Tavern, Ray st, Clerkenwell. Sydney, Waverley pl, St, 
John’s Wood 

Jones, Wm, jun, Newport, Monmouth, Ironmonger. May 3 at 12, at 
offices of Lloyd, Bank chambers, :Newport 

Lawton, Simeon, Lpool, Boot Dealer. May 7 at 3, at office of Hindle, 
Harrington st, Lpool 

Leblanc, Amedée, & Fredk Barnard, Wood st, Importers. May 2 at 3, 
at the Guildhall Tavern, King st, Cheapside. Rooks & Co, King st, 
Cheapside 

Lowe, Saml, Leeds, Flock Merchant. May 3 at 3, at the Victoria Hotel, 
Gt George’s st, Leeds. Snowdon, Leeds 

Mawson, Johu, Bilton Grange, nr Tockwith, York, Farmer. April 30 at 
9, at offices of Hirst & Capes, Knaresborough 

McDonald, Robt, Leeds, Grocer. April 29 at 11, at offices of Pullan, 
Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds ; 

McMahon, Hugh, Lpool, Grocer. May 2 at 2, at offices of Bellringer, 
North John st, Lpool 

Mellor, Jabez, Huddersfield, York, Joiner, May 2 at 4, at office of 
Ramsden, John William st, Huddersfield 

Middleton, Jas, Truro, Cornwall, Grocer. May 2 at 12, at offices of 
Conway & Almond, George st, Plymouth. Smith & Co, Truro 

Mills, Fredk, & Julius Leidhold, Manch, Oil Manufacturers. May 6 at 
3, at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens. Burton, Manch 

Moreton, Wm, Winchester, Plumber. May 2 at 1, at the Eagle Hotel, 
Winchester. Lee & Best, Winchester 

Morgan, Jeremiah, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 6 at J, at 39, 
Broad st, Bristol. Stanley & Wasbrough 

Norman, Geo Lewis, Lancaster pl, Strand, Attorney. April 29 at 12, 
at offices of Roberts, Moorgate st 

Ockendon, Benj, Brede, Sussex, Grocer, May 3 at 2,30, at the Star 
Hotel, Battle. Sheppard, Battle 

Oliver, Thos Newman, Addle st, Warehouseman. May | at 2, at offices 
of Blachford & Riches, Gt Swan Alley, Moorgate st 

Peacock, Wm Saml, Hoyland Nether, York, Draper. May 3 at 12, at 
the Royal Hotel, Barnsley. Rhodes 

Perrin, Edwd Warman, Hall, Bristol, Warehouseman. May 1 at 12, at 
offices of Barnard & Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Perrin, Estate 
Mart, Bristol 

Pike, Fredk, Devonshire rd, South Lambeth, Oil Merchant. April 30 at 
2, at offices of Darley, John st, Bedford row 

Radford, Isaiah Can, Devonport, Devon, Chemist. May 3 at 12, at 
offices of Edmonds & Son, Parade, Plymouth 

Rounsevell, Edwin, Exeter, Grocer. May 8 at 11, at offices of Friend, 
Queen st, Exeter 

Sampson, Hy, Tooley st, Southwark, Baker. May 2 at 3, at offices of 
Saffery & Huntley, Tooley st; Southwark 

Silk, Edwd, Saml John Taylor, & Joseph Jones, Gt Bridge, West Brom- 
wich, Stafford, Ironfounders. May 3 at 11, at offices of Jackson, Lom- 
bard st, West Bromwich 

Slater, Geo, High Holborn, Bootmaker. May 2 at 2, at offices of Copp, 
Essex st, Strand 

Standing, Wm, Garston, Lancashire, Contractor, May 7 at 3, at office 
of Harris, Union ct, Lpoo 

Strutt, Joseph Freeman, Wakefield, York, Chemist. May 2 at }, at the 

yal Hotel, Derby. Harrison & Smith, Wakefield 

Talbott, Hy, Charlton Horethorne, Somerset, Grocer. April 29 at 12, at 
offices of Davies, Sherborne 

Taylor, Wm, Torquay, Devon, Grocer. May 7 at 12, at the Half Moon 
Hotel, Exeter. Carter, Torquay 

Thorp, Stephen, Birm, Licensed Victualler. May 3 at 12, at the Gt 
Western Hotel, Birm. Jelf& Goule, Birm 

Twivey, Edwd, (and not Turvey, as in Gazette of April 12), Sheffield, 
Tailor’s Manager. April 25 at 12, at offices of Auty, Queen st, Sheffield 

Wade, Jas, Essex rd, Islington, Zinc Worker. May 2 at 3, at offices of 
Eves, Corn Exchange Offices, Old Corn Exchange. Heathfield, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wallis, Joseph, Sheffield, Manufacturer. April 29 at 2, at office of Simp- 
son, North Church st, Sheffield 

Walters, Enoch, Bradley, Stafford, oat of business, April 29 at 11, at 
offices of Stokes, Priory st, Dudley 

Walton, Fredk Waters, Reading, Berks, Draper. April 30 at 12, at 149 
Cheapside. Davidson & Co, Basinghall st 
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Whitehead, Wm, Chesterfield, Derby, out of business. May 3 at 3, at 
offices of Gee, Fig Tree chambers, Sheffield 
Christopher, Pensarn, tg a Hosier. May 8 at 12, at the 
’s Hotel,-Chester. Davies, Holywell 
, Robt Stevenson, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Oil Merchant. 
2 at 11, at offices of Barker, East Cross st, Sunderland 
W Bebj, Trinity sq, Southwark, Printer. April 29 at 3, at offices of 
Chi: ld & Street, Trinity st, Southwark 
Wood, Dan], Gloucester, Brewer. May 3 at 1, at offices of Taynton & 
Son, Ashmeade House, Gloucester 
Wood, © aaa Drax, York, Farmer. May 8 at 11, at the Downe Arms, 
Snai 


Tuespay, April 23, 1872. 
Asbury, Edwd Jacomb, East Retford, Notfs, Doctor. May 7 at 12, at 
offices of Mee & Co, Church Gate, East Retford 
Ash, Alfd, Poultry, Comm Agent. May 3 at 10, at offices of Howard & 
Co, New Bridge st 
pn, Wm Pearce, Kingston-upon-Hull, Ironmonger. May 8 at 4, at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Railway Station, Birm. Spurr 
Beale, Felix John, sen, Queen st, Hammersmith, Baker. May 14 at 3, 
at offices of Heathfield, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Biggs, Felix, Keevil, Bath Somersetshire, Ladies’ Outfitter. May 3 at 3, 
at offices of Honey & Co, King st, Cheapside. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry 
Bolton, Thos, Glemsford, Suffolk, Grocer. May 6 at 11, at offices of 
Jackaman and Sons, Silent st, Ipswich 
Brown Wm, Tempsford, Bzdford, Builder. May 4 at 11, at office of 
Jessop, Harpur st, Bedford 
Brown, Wm, Horncastle, Lincoln, Plumber. May 7 at 12, at officeof 
Tweed, Horncastle 
Buckland, Wm Hy, Seething lane, Oii Merchant. May 6 at 2, at offices 
of Tilley & Shenton, Finsbury pl South 
Burford, Thos, Hartpury, Gloucester, Horse Dealer. Muay 6 at 12, at 
offices of Cooke, Pitt st, Gloucester 
Burns, John, Bristol, Refreshment House Keeper. May 6 at 12, at offices 
of Henderson & Salmon, Broad st 
Butcher, Fredk Fras, Frome, Somerset, Plasterer. May 8 at 4, at offlees 
of M‘Carthy, King-st, Frome. 
Carvill, ‘John Abbott, St. Paul’s churchyard, Tailor. May 9 at 12, at 
33, Gutterlane. Plunkett, Gutter lane 
Catterall, Smith,Enfield, nr Accrington, Lancashire, Cotton Manuf, 
May 7 at 3, at the Royal Hotel, Morselyst, Manch. Sale & Co, Manch 
Chambers, John, Iken, Suffolk, Shopkeeper. May 6 at 1, at offices of 
Andrews, Church st, Woodbridge. Brooke 
Cockell, Harvey, Wakefield, York, Irontounder, May 4 at 11, at offices 
of Fernandes & Gill, Cross-sq, Wakefield 
Cooper, Jas, & Jas Thos Cooper, Berners st, Opford st, Pianoforte 
Dealers. May 9 at 3, at office of Sadler, Moorgate st 
Copson, — Earl’s Barton, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. May 
6 at 3, at office of Becke, Market st, Northampton 
Daysh, Wm ty Sg poem Sussex, Poulterer. May 14 at 2, at offices of 
onds & Co, St Jamesst, Portsea. Stuckey, Brighton 
Dobson, Anthony, Oldham, Lancashire, Picture Dealer. May 4 at 11, at 
the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manch, Buckley, Oldham 
Dodgson, Edwd, Sheffield, Boot Manufacturer. May 7 at 3, at offices of 
Roberts, Bauk st, Shetfield 
Etherton, Edwin, Wigmore st, Cavendish sq, out of business. - May 1) 
at 11, at office of Alcock, Southampton bidgs, Chancery lane 
Evans, Dan! John, Pontmorlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Draper. 
May 3at 1, at offices of Simons & Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Forrester, Richard Hammersley, Goldenhill, Stafford, Chemist. May 
6 at 10.10, at office of Sherratt, Kidsgrove 
Fratson, Chas, Hatfield Woodhouse, York, Grocer. May 2 at 11, at 
, he mata oo mp ag gate, nary: ee . = 
rielinghaus, Chas, Fore st, Moorgate st, Foreign Agent. ay 2 at 12. 
at office of Edmands & Mayhew, Poultry ° ° ij 
Friskney, John Maidens, West Hartlepool, Durham, Grocer. May 6 at 3, 
at offices of Todd, Townhall, Hartlepool 
Frost, Robt Geo, Manch, African Merchant. May 6 at 10, at offices of 
Boote & Edgar, George st, Manch 
Giles, Wm Jackson Oughton, Bonchurch rd, South Kensington, no 
occupation. May 8 at 3, at offices of Chatteris & Co, Gresham bldgs, 
Basinghall st. Perrin, King st, Cheapside 
Golledge, Benj, Batcombe, Somerset, Dairyman, May 8 at 11, at offices 
of McCarthy, King st, Frome 
Harsent, David, Mitcheldean, Gloucester, Corn Dealer. May 11 at 12, 
at offices of Burrup & Co, Berkeley st, Gloucesier 
Haycock, Joseph, Woodstock, Oxford, Saddler. May 7 at 2, at offices 
of Munton & Stockton, High st, Banbury 
Hine, Wm, Macclesfield, Cheshire, out of business. May 10 at 3, at 4, 
Exchange st, Macciesfield. Higginbotham & Barclay 
Hooper, Thos Robt Limbery, Stainton terrace, Blue Anchor rd, Ber- 
Mondsey, Surgeon, May 9 at 3, at offices of Hicklin & Washington, 
Trinity sq, Southwark 
Hudson, Joseph Wm, Lombard st, Bootmaker. April 29 at 11, at offices 
pot Lambert & Co, Keppel st, Russell sq. Johnson, Caroline st, Bed- 
ford sq 
Isaecs, Isaac, Bath, Diamond Dealer. May 7 at 12, at offices of Wilton, 
Westgate bidgs, Bath 
Jackson, Wm, Blakedown, Worcester, Horticultural Comm Agent. 
May 7 at 11, at offices of Bache, Paradise st, West Bromwich 
Jones, Jas, New Radnor, Radnor, Carpenter. May 6 at 4, at the King’s 
Arms Inn, New Radnor. Cheese 
Jones, Stephen, Kintbury, Berks, Machinist. April 30 at 11, at the 
White Hart Inn, Market pl, Newbury. Cave, Newbury 
Jowett, Wm, Wibsey, York, Brickmaker, May 6 at 10, at offices of 
Hargreaves, Market st, Bradford 
Leach, Benj, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Hardwareman. May 13 at 12, at 
offices of Potter, Northfield House, North pl, Cheltenham 
‘Livesey, Geo, Church, Lancashire, Painter. May 6 at 3, at offices of 
Whitehead, Blackburn rd, Accrington 
Matthews, John, Birm, Stonemason, May 6 at 11, at offices of Barber, 
Union st, Birm 
Pimm, Wm, Buckingham ter, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Bootmaker. 
May 7 at 2, at offices of Lewis, Cheapside 
Rainer, Geo, York st, London rd, Spring Mattress Manufacturer. May 
6 at 2, at 18, Gt Dover st, Southwark, Silvester 
Randle, Maurice, Checkendon, Oxon, Farmer. May 7 at 11, at 27, 
London st, Reading. Beale 





Ratliff, John Cleophas, & Joshua Carling, Birm, Wine Merchants. May 
9 at 11, at offices of Lawrance & C», Old Jewry chambers 

Rice, John, Little Plumstead, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler. May 9 at 3, at 
office of Sadd, jun, Church st, Theatre st, Norwich 

Richards, Jas, Robert st, Brixton, Bootmaker. April 30 at 3, at 9, 
Lincoln's inn fields. Marshall 

Richards, John, Newport, Monmouth, Grocer, May 6 at 2, at offices of 
Williams & Co, Dock st, Newport 

Rutherford, Hy Knightland, Lioyd’s rooms, Royal Exchange, Under- 
writer. May 7 at 2, at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. 
McDiarmid, Old Jewry chambers 

Saunders, John, Bath, Grocer. May 6 at 1, at 3, Miles’s bldgs, Bath. 
Gill & Bush 

Shaw, David, Peniston, York, Confectioner, May 6 at 3, at offices o 
Dransfield & Sons, Penistone 

Shayler, Jas Hy, Brighton, Sussex, Stationer. May6 atl, at the Guild- 
hall Coffee house, Gresham st. Woods & Dempster, Brighton 

Sleigh, Wm Arthur Warner, Middle Temple lane, Barrister-at-Law. 
May 7 at 2, at offices of Nash & Co, Suffulk lane, Cannon st 

Smith, Hy, Essex rd, Islington, Tailor. May 6 at 3, at offices of Emdin, 
Moorgate st. Pittman, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 

Smith, Robt, High Felling, Durham, Painter, May 3 at 12, at 23, 
Grainger st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Allan & Davies 

Smith, Walter, Mathon Mill, nr Gt Malvern, Worcester, Miller. May8& 
at 2, at the Red Lion Inn, Gt Malvern. Cheese, Kington 

Softley, Eliza Southsea, Hants, Milliner. May 3 at 4, at offices of King, 
Union st, Portsea 

Southam, Hy, Manch, Wine Merchant. May 6 at3, at the Clarance 
Hotel, Spring gardens, Manch. Leigh, Manc’ 

Soutter, Robt, & Richd Moates Soutter, Broad st, Ratcliff, Merchants. 
May 2 at 1, at offices of Linklater & Co, Walbrook 

— John, Hatfield Levels, York, Publican. May 4 at 3, at offices 

Peagam, Baxter gate, Doncaster 

Stiff, Thos, Nash, Kent, Farmer. May 3 at 2, at the Bell Hotel, Sand- 
wich, De Lasaux 

Stocks, Edwd, Burnley, Lancashire, Public Accountant, May 7 at Il, 
at the Bull Hotel, Burnley. Baldwin, Burnley 

Stout, Wm, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Confectioner. May 4 at 12.30, at 
the Waterloo Hotel, Piccadilly, Manch. Hand 

Stratford, Chas, Greywell, Hants, Licensed Victualler. May7 at1, at 
office of Chandler, Church-st, Basingstoke 

Stutchbury, Geo Fredk, Landsdowne-cottages, Landsdowne-rd, Dal- 
ston, Comm Agent. May 6 at 4, at office of Hyett, Southampton- 
bidgs, Chancery-lane 

Tait, Walter, Sunderland, Durham, Boot Dealer. May 6 at 1, at offices 
of Sherwood & Co, Johu-st, Sunderland. Graham, Sunderland 

Taylor, Alfd, Bellington-p!, Notting-hill, out of business. May 7 at 4, 
at office of Bassett, Gt James-st, Bedford-row 

Thomas, Joseph, Neath, Glamorgan, Draper. April 7, at offices of 
Barnard & Co., Lothbury (in lieu of the place originally named) 

Thompson, Thos Theodore, Blackburn-ter, Blue Anchor-rd, Bermond- 
sey, Chemist. May 6 at 3, at offices of Hicklia & Washiagton, Trinity- 
square, Southwark 

Treadaway, Geo Freak, Harrow-rd, Paddington, Tailor. May 7 at 12, 
at the Guildhall rCoffee-house, Gresham st. kbartlett & Forbes, 
Chandos-st, West Strand ; 

Tuckett, Chas, Maitland-pk-villas, Haverstock-hill, Master Bookbinder. 
May 10 at 2, at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane. Richards, War- 
wick-st, Regent-st 

Wade, John, Cockfield, Suffolk, Blacksmith. May 4 at 2, at the Angel 
Hotel, Bury St Edmunds. Walgole, Bury Sc Edmunds 

Ware, John, Sydner-rd, Stoke Newington, Builder. May 6 at 12, at 
offices of Townley & Gard, Gresham-bidgs, Basinghall-st 

Westerman, Thos, Harrogate, York, Boot Dealer. May 6 at 1, at office 
of Hirst & Capes, James-st, Harrogate 

White, Richd, Landport, Hants, Fishmonger. May 6 at 3, at office of 
Paice, Commercial-rd, Landport. Walker, Portsea 

Wilson, Joseph Garnett Harcourt, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Draper. April 
29, at 8, York-st, Manch (in lieu of the place originally named) 

Winmill, Benj, St James’-rd, Holloway, Butcher. May 10 at 3, at office 
of Barnett, New Broad-st 

Wood, Geo, Knotty Ash, West Derby, Lancashire, Brewer. May 8 at 
3, at offices of Langton & Mathison, Unity-bidgs, Lord-st, Lpool. 
Woodburn & Pemberton, Lpoot 








EDE & SON, 


ROBE , Bas MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


TO HER MAJESTY, THE LORD CHANCELLOR, THE JUDGES, CLERGY, ETC. 





ESTABLISHED 1689. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


YHE NORTH MIDDLESEX CHRONICLE 

is the recognised Organ for all the Northern Suburbs of London, 

HAVING ALSO A LARGE CIRCULATION IN CLERKENWELL, ISLINGTON, AND 

ST. PANCRAS, 

It is therefore the proper medium for all Statutory and other Legal 

Notices for the Districts, 
Publishing Office, 125, Fleet-street 
(Where all Advertisements should be sent). 








ARPETS.—Dustproof and Washable Carpets are 

preferred by the Barristers of Lincoln’s-inn to all others, both 

for their Chambers and also for their private residences.—Samples and 

Testimonials, &c.,can be had on application to Messrs, Cuites & Co., 
57, Belmont-street, London, N.W, 
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PEN STOCK EXCHANGE (Limited), 5, 
Lothbury, E.C. 
Is open to the Public from Ten till Four o’cloek daily, for the Negotia- 
tion, Purchase, and Sale of Securities of all kinds. Sale by Auction, 
Tuesday at One o’clock. The Scale of Commission is fixed, at a very 
low rate. Orders sent by letter, telegram, or given in person, promptly 
attended to by a Sworn Broker attached to the Establishment, 
For full particulars apply to the Managing Director or Secretary. : 


eS REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, 10, LANCASTER-PLACE, STRAND. 
Established 1835. Capital paid-up, £480,000, 
This Society purchases reversionary property and life interests, and 
grants loans on these securities. 
Forms of proposal may be obtained at the office. 
F. S. CLAYTON, 
OC, H. CLAYTON, 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 

4 COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
Capital, One Million Sterling, fully subscribed by upwards of 450 share- 
holders, nearly all of whom are members of the legal profession. 

Chairman—Sir Witt1aM Foster, Bart., Norwich. 
Deputy-Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith- 
building, Temple. 

The Capital subscribed and Funds in hand amount to upwards of 
£1,330,000, affording unquestionable security. 

The Directors invite particular attention to the new form of Life 
Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interests and 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 

Prospectuses and every information, sent, post free, on application to 

FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


ATIONAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
2, Kine WILLIaM-sTReeT, Lowpon, E.C. 
FOR MUTUAL ASSURANCE, 


EsTaBLIsHED 1830, 





Joint 
Secretaries. 








This Society does NOT pay Commission for the Introduction of busi- 
ness, and consequently does not employ any Agents to recommend it. . 

But it offers great advantages to Assurers in the two points of most 
importance to them, viz.:— 

SAFETY, which is guaranteed by a Reserve Fund exceeding £600,000, 
being in the unusually large proportion of more than 90 PER CENT. of 
the whole of the premiums which have been received upon existing 
Policies ; and 

LARGE BONUSES, the whole of the profits being applied in the 
gradual redaction and ultimate extinction of the Assurer’s premiums. 

Prospectases forwarded post free on application to— 

CHARLES ANSELL, Jun., Actuary. 
— 


AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capita], £1,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 
BANEESS. 
Messrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE, & Co., The NATIONAL BANK OF 
SCOTLAND, and the BANK OF ENGLAND. 
Beaycees in Edinburgh, Calentta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 
Cra2sext Accocwrs are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- 
temary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 





fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 

‘5 per m, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 

For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon. 
Bris issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches 

of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or sent 

for collection. 

Sates asp Puacuasts effected in British and foreign securities, in 
Ezst India Steck and loams,and the safe custody of the same undertaken, 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised. 

Every other description of banking business and moncy agency, 
British and Indian, transacted. 
J. THOMSON, Chairman, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice. 








BOOZS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 

UA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 

in the preper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER 

TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 

SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Rafiway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


Saticnere, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, kc., 49, Ficet, 
strest, Loadon, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 


N ATIONAL INSTITUTION for DISEASES of 
+4 the SKIN. Parrectas—Dr. BARK MEADOWS. Patients 
ate, #2 FL, Graz’ s-ian-road , King’s erase, om Mondays and Thursdays, 
ante 2259, Mtre-erest, Aldgate, on Wednesiays and Pridayr; morning 
at WO, eventag from 4 til 9. Average namber of cases under treatment, 
1 SOG wexay THUMAS ROPINGON, Hon. Sec. 








Lig eager and TRUSTEES, having SILVER, 

PLATE, WATCHES, Jewellery, China, Glass, Paintings, 
Bronzes, Books, Wearing Apparel. Merchandise, Trade Stocks, &c., &,, 
to DISPOSE OF, will find the ‘* West-end Auction Mart” the best 
medium for realising, it being centrally situated, and replete with 
convenience for the better display of property. Advances prior to sales 
Valuations made for all purposes.—W. HickinsoTaamM & Sons, Pro- 
prietors, 8 and 9, Upper St. Martin’s-lane, W.C. 


DVERTISEMENTS for the ‘‘ London Gazette,” 

“Times,” &c.—CiiFFoRD & Poutrer, 4a, Middle Temple-lane, 

E.C., News and Advertising Agents to the Honourable Societies of the 

Inner and Middie Temple, the Law Institution, Royal National Lifeboat 
Institution, Metropolis Roads Commissioners, &c. 


\ AUKENPHAST AND OQ, 
Celebrated Easy Fitting and First Class 

BOOTS for WALKING, SHOOTING, DANCING, PARADE & PARK, 
Always ready, well seasoned for immediate wear. $ 

These Boots are worn by Noblemen, Gentlemen, Clergymen, Mer- 

chants, Manufacturers, Lawyers, Doctors, Farmers, and every class of 

— people all over the country, the United States, Canada, 

ndia, &c. 








AGENTS EVERYWHERE. 
10, PALL MALL EAST, LONDON, S.W. 


HE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 


C A235 2 6 5, STRAN D— 

Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., ls. 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 2s. and 2s. 6d. “If I desire a substantial dinner off the joint, 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, closeto Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied 
with = a bottle for a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June 18, 1864, 
page 440, 

The new Hall lately added is ene of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
London. Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s, 6d. 


IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 
Most convenient, economical, and fine-flavoured stock for Beef 
Tea (about 24d. a pint), Soups, Sauces, and made dishes, costing hardly 
more than one-fourth of what it would when made of fresh meat; keeps 
good for any time evenafter jars being opened. lb. jars recommended, 
being relatively the cheapest size. 
Now permanently used in most households in town and country. 
Cacrion.—Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, being the only 
sort warranted Genuine and Perfect Baron Liebig, the Inventor, § by 
requiring his Signature on every Jar. 


AMPTULICON.—For SITTING ROOMS. 
For Halls and Passages. 
For Nurseries and Washstands. 
For Billiaré and Toilet Mats. 
Plain, and in the choicest designs. 


ee DOOR MATS. 

















ARDEN HOSE.—For Flower Gardens, in 60 — 


feet lengths, with Brass fittings. 


| ‘tepemsatenanet WATERPROOF COATS. 








W HOLESALE AND RETAIL. 





Bere RUBBER and KAMPTULICON 
COMPANY, 32, Cannon-street, E.C, 


WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS, 
192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C. 

Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20a. 
DsartT Parer, 48. 6d., 6.,78., 78. 9d., and 9s. per ream, 

Beirw Paver, (4s. 6d., 178. 6d, and 23s. 6d, per ream. 

Footscar Pare, 10s. 6d., 138.6d.,and 18s. 6d, per ream, 

C2eeaM-Lalp Note, 38.,48., and 5s, per ream, 

Larsoe CagaM Lat Nore, 4s.,68., and 7s. per ream. 

Lazoe Buve Norte, 38., 48., and 6s, per ream. 

Exve.ores, CaeaM Ox BLUE, 38. 6d., 48. 6d., and 6s. fd. per 1(00, 

Tue “ Temrte” Envevore, extra secure, 9s. 6d, per 1000, 

Footscar Orriolau Enverorss, }s. 6d, per 100. 

Pantaipos & Cooren’s Vettum Wove Crus House Nore, 9s. 6d. per 
ream. 

** We can honestly recommend it. To lawyers, whose writing should 
be as distinct as possible, this paper will be particularly acceptable,”— 
Law Times. 

(apenrcee Sains, Printed and Machine-raled, 1s, 10d. each, 219, per dos. 
Secomps on FoLttowenrs, Ruled, ls. 6d, each, 17s, per dozen, 
Kecoums on Memoniars, 6d, each, 68, 6d. peor dozen, 
Lepoens, Day Booxs, Casa Booxs, Letren om Mixore Boog, 
An immense stock in various bindings, 

Intestaatep Paice List of Inkstands, Postage Seales, Copying 
presses, Writing Cases, Despatch Boxes, Oak and Walnut Stationery 
Cabinets, and other usefal articles adapted for Library or Office use, 
Post free, 








